Student self-esteem and the looking-glass self: perceptions of emotional support, role models, and academic success on a community college campus by McNair, Robert Lee
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
2004
Student self-esteem and the looking-glass self:
perceptions of emotional support, role models, and
academic success on a community college campus
Robert Lee McNair
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Higher Education and Teaching Commons, Social Psychology Commons, and the
Social Psychology and Interaction Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
McNair, Robert Lee, "Student self-esteem and the looking-glass self: perceptions of emotional support, role models, and academic
success on a community college campus " (2004). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 802.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/802
Student self-esteem and the looking-glass self: Perceptions of emotional support, 
role models, and academic success on a community college campus 
by 
Robert Lee McNair 
A dissertation submitted to the graduate faculty 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Major: Education (Higher Education) 
Program of Study Committee: 
Larry H. Ebbers, Co-major Professor 
Mack C. Shelley, Co-major Professor 
Larry L. Bradshaw 
Shu-Min Huang 
John H. Schuh 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
2004 
UMI Number: 3136335 
INFORMATION TO USERS 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy 
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations and 
photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper 
alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 
In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript 
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized 
copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion. 
® 
UMI 
UMI Microform 3136335 
Copyright 2004 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company. 
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 
ProQuest Information and Learning Company 
300 North Zeeb Road 
P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 
ii 
Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
This is to certify that the Doctoral dissertation of 
Robert Lee McNair 
has met the dissertation requirements of Iowa State University 
Co-major Professor 
Co-major Professor 
For the Major Program 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
iii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF TABLES viii 
LIST OF FIGURES ix 
ABSTRACT x 
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 1 
Rationale and Relevance 1 
Historical background 2 
Current relevance 4 
Conceptualizing the Research 5 
Research problem 5 
Theory 6 
Objectives 8 
Other conceptual aspects of self 8 
Derivation of definitions 9 
Definitions 10 
Methodology, Assumptions, and Scope of the Investigation 12 
Methodology 13 
Assumptions 13 
Scope of the investigation 14 
Delimitations of the research 14 
Limitations of the methodology 14 
Summary 15 
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 16 
Introduction 16 
Theories 16 
Structuralism and culture 16 
Phenomenology, existentialism, and self 16 
Phenomenology 17 
Existentialism 18 
Self-awareness, perception, and anxiety theories 19 
Summary 20 
Developmental theory and the self 20 
Chickering's psychosocial theory 20 
Loevinger's theory 21 
Identity formation theory 21 
Other developmental theories 21 
Other theories of self 22 
Social learning and modeling theories 22 
Cognitive theory 23 
Exchange theory 23 
Overview 23 
Philosophical Background 23 
European philosophers 23 
American pragmatism 24 
From philosophy to social science 25 
iv 
Theoretical Perspective: Symbolic Interactionism 25 
Concept 26 
Foundation: James and others 27 
Cooley: The looking-glass self 27 
Mead: Development of self 28 
Concept of other 28 
Stages of socialization 29 
Developments following Mead 30 
Two schools of interactionism 30 
Processes and components of self-esteem 31 
Two approaches of self-esteem 31 
Applications of self-esteem to education 31 
Summary 32 
Social Interpretation of Reality 32 
Social construction of self and of reality 32 
Integration of self and other 32 
Self-other perceptions 33 
Imitation, role-taking, and empathy 33 
Self-esteem and survival 34 
Evaluation, attribution, and consistency 34 
Internal and external influences 36 
Social construction of self 37 
Summary 38 
Self-esteem and Other Key Variables 38 
Looking-glass self 38 
Emotional support 38 
Role models 39 
Identity 39 
Aspirations and commitments 40 
Role conflict 41 
Gender 41 
Age 41 
Ethnicity 41 
Other 41 
Interaction of statuses 41 
Control and achievement 41 
Background variables 42 
Summary 42 
Problems of Self-esteem 42 
Good self-esteem 43 
Weak self-esteem 43 
Self-alienation 43 
Loss of esteem 44 
Student status and self-esteem 44 
Strengthening and maintaining self-esteem 45 
Summary 46 
Criticisms and Defense of Self-esteem 46 
Conceptual 47 
Cultural 47 
Conformist 48 
V 
Postmodern 48 
Defense 49 
Results of Empirical Research 49 
Self-esteem process variables 49 
Looking-glass process 49 
Achievement process 50 
Self-esteem as a dependent variable 50 
Looking-glass self 51 
Social and emotional support 52 
Role models 52 
Identity 53 
Locus of control 53 
Background variables 54 
Family 54 
Educational 56 
Demographic 57 
Summary 60 
Self-esteem as an independent variable 60 
Self-esteem as a possible cause 60 
Plasticity hypothesis 61 
Consistency and enhancement of self-concept 61 
Looking-glass self and intimacy 61 
Identity 61 
Locus of control and academic achievement 62 
Career-related choices, perceptions, and behaviors 63 
Relationships among the independent variables 64 
Peers 64 
Support 64 
Role models 64 
Identity 65 
Achievement 65 
Motive 65 
Socioeconomic status (SES) 65 
College adjustment 66 
Summary 67 
Models and Measures of the Variables 67 
Theoretical approaches 67 
Interactionist 67 
Phenomenologist 68 
Models of self-esteem 68 
Quantitative 68 
Unidimensional 68 
Multidimensional 68 
Combined 69 
Integrated 69 
Qualitative 69 
Measures of the variables 69 
Measuring self-esteem 70 
Measuring other variables 70 
Emotional support 70 
vi 
Role models 70 
Academic adjustment 71 
Academic achievement 71 
Problems of Self-esteem Research 71 
Summary 71 
CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 74 
Introduction 74 
Variables 74 
Hypotheses 75 
Null hypotheses 75 
Alternative hypotheses 78 
Role models 78 
Emotional support 80 
Locus of control 81 
Summary 82 
Population and Sample 82 
Survey Instrument and Data Collection 83 
Human subjects and other approvals 83 
Pilot study 83 
Instrument reliability 83 
Instrument validation 84 
Data collection 84 
Analysis of the Data 84 
Historical Reliability of the Data 85 
Interviews 85 
Demographics 88 
Summary 92 
CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 93 
Variables 93 
Frequencies 94 
Demographics 94 
Education 94 
Looking-glass self 96 
Role model traits and looking-glass self 96 
Emotional support and looking-glass self 97 
Academic adjustment and achievement variables 98 
Discrimination 98 
Family characteristics 99 
Family socioeconomic status 99 
Other family of orientation characteristics 99 
Hometown demographics 99 
Self-esteem 100 
Transition, crisis or abuse, and self esteem 100 
College enrollment and self-esteem 100 
Factor Analysis 100 
Dependent variable: Self-esteem 101 
Independent variables 101 
Reliability Analysis 105 
vii 
Dependent variable: Self-esteem 106 
I ndependent variables 106 
Tests of Hypotheses 1-12: Chi-square and correlations 107 
Summary of Results 122 
Role models 124 
Emotional support 125 
Academic adjustment and success 126 
Other variables 126 
Summary 126 
CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS, INTERPRETATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 128 
Conclusions 128 
Analysis of constructs 128 
Effects of independent variables 128 
Interpretations 129 
Assumptions 129 
Caveats 130 
Possible causes and effects of self-esteem 130 
Tentative generalizations 131 
Recommendations 132 
Practice 132 
Future research 134 
Summary 136 
APPENDIX A. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE AND COVER LETTER 138 
APPENDIX B. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE CHANGE IN DEMOGRAPHICS 
AT DMACC-BOONE CAMPUS FROM 1993-2003 149 
APPENDIX C. SUPPLEMENTARY DATA 154 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 192 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 217 
viii 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 3.1. Description of the constructs 75 
Table 4.1. Gender of students, role models, and support persons (items 1, 21, & 41) 95 
Table 4.2. Age of students, role models, and support persons (items 2, 22, & 42) 95 
Table 4.3. Ethnicity (minorities combined) of students, role models, and support 
persons (items 3a, 23a, & 43a) 96 
Table 4.4. Students' perceptions of how their academic role models might see them 
(items 29-32) 97 
Table 4.5. Students' perceptions of how their emotional support persons would see them 
(items 49-52) 98 
Table 4.6. Summary of factor analyses of constructs: Eigenvalues and percentages 
of variance (POV) 102 
Table 4.7. Matrices for factors that represent a construct (A-O) 103 
Table 4.8. Summary of the reliabilities of the constructs 106 
Table 4.9. Summary of Chi-square analyses for role model traits versus student 
traits 108 
Table 4.10. Summary of correlations for role model traits versus student traits 109 
Table 4.11. Chi-square analyses for support person traits versus student traits 111 
Table 4.12. Correlations for support person traits versus student traits 111 
Table 4.13. Crosstabulations for self-esteem (item 71:1 have a poor opinion of myself) 
versus item 93: can meet a future academic goal 114 
Table 4.14. Student self-esteem correlations 115 
Table 4.15. Regression analyses for self-esteem 121 
Table 4.16. Summary of the hypothesis tests 123 
ix 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1.1. A conceptual map of the independent and dependent variables in relation 
to self-esteem 73 
X 
ABSTRACT 
A survey of 261 students at Des Moines Area Community College-Boone Campus 
was conducted to examine self-esteem in relation to perceptions of role models, emotional 
support, academic adjustment, and academic success. Symbolic interactionism and the 
looking-glass self formed the conceptual basis of the research. Factor and Cronbach's 
alpha analyses tended to confirm internal validity and reliability of the constructs, 
respectively. 
Hypothesis testing revealed some significant (p <05) relationships. Pearson's 
product moment correlation linked student self-esteem and social perceptions. Self-esteem 
was higher when the students: had a support person, saw the support person or role model 
as similar to themselves, saw the support person or role model as capable and stable, and 
felt that their emotional support needs were met, and that the support person provided 
effective support. Self-esteem was higher when the looking-glass self was favorable: 
students believed that the support person or role model would see them positively. In 
addition, self-esteem was higher when students perceived themselves as: academically 
adjusted and successful, voluntarily enrolled, having a live-in partner, and having attended 
high school in central Iowa. Self-esteem was lower with discrimination, abuse, family 
dysfunction, and expecting to drop out. 
Regression analysis revealed that self-esteem depends on students being 
academically adjusted, academically successful, emotionally supported, female, and 
perceiving that their support person sees them favorably and is like them. Significant also 
were role models and support persons over age 24, and students of the same ethnicity as 
the student and seen as similar to the students, themselves. Role models were generally 
male, and support persons were of the opposite gender (especially for male students). 
Based on these findings, peer mentors might benefit first-year students at Boone 
Campus. Peer mentors would be successful sophomores who could act as role models, 
support persons, and tutors for mentees, guiding (mentoring) them to promote academic 
achievement and self-esteem. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
This study focused on the self-esteem of community college students in relation to 
their social and academic perceptions, including identities, role models, emotional support 
persons, and academic resources and success. The population sampled was students 
enrolled at Des Moines Area Community College—Boone Campus, summer term, 1993. 
Since the 1960s, a major development in the study of community college education has 
been the emphasis on student self-esteem. As a community college sociology instructor, 
the present author has observed a dynamic link between students' views of themselves and 
their adjustment to college. Symbolic interaction theory and the looking-glass self offers an 
explanation for this link. Therefore, this research explored the relationships between 
students' self-esteem and their social and academic perceptions. 
Rationale and Relevance 
The rationale for the research included both the relevance of the topic for community 
college students, faculty, administrators, and researchers, and the currency in 2002 of the 
data gathered in 1993 for the project. Consider the question raised by Redlener (1994:vii): 
What difference does an individual child's well-being, or self-esteem, or ability to manage 
change and realize his or her innate potential actually make in the long-term stability and 
growth of our society? This question also applies to college students, because children 
become young people, adults, and older adults. They take their knowledge of themselves 
and of society out into the world. Such awareness may enable students to circumvent the 
barriers they face. One purpose of the present research was to find ways that educators 
can facilitate student success. Positive self-esteem is a key factor in the success of 
community college students. 
Many of these students are people, such as the non-traditional age student, whose 
social and economic circumstances would have kept them from attending college just a 
generation or two ago. Often the older student sees "all the years out of school" as a 
handicap in comparison to younger students. However, one might ask the student how 
those years of life experience could be an asset, such as to provide real-life examples of the 
concepts the student is studying. This possibility often startles the student, who may at that 
moment begin to shift the perception of college study from uphill struggle to adventure in 
self-discovery. 
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The social and self-perceptions of community college students indicate where they, 
education, and society are headed. They provide clues about how to empower students to 
reach their goals and about how higher education can both adapt to and help direct these 
changes. The trends that affect community college students and their education may affect 
the relevance of this research. 
Historical background 
Self-concept and self-esteem are important for students and learning, and for 
teachers in their own self-development and in the facilitation of student development and 
esteem, according to Tusin (1999:26-30). The emphasis on the development of the 
individual can be traced to the progressive movement, led by Joseph Mayer Rice, starting in 
the 1880s (Zehm, 1999:36-40). He was concerned about the dehumanization of children by 
rigid, mechanical methods of education in American public schools; soon John Dewey and 
G. Stanley Hall became the leaders of the movement (Zehm:40). In general, the movement 
wanted to put education on an objective, scientific basis, but Dewey and James (cited in 
Zehm:40-41) cautioned against a new form of sterile teaching, because the subjective and 
intuitive are inherent in all human experience and learning. 
Self-esteem has declined and reemerged repeatedly as a goal in American 
education (Zehm, 1999:41). School reforms that favor participatory learning typically 
emphasize self-esteem, respect, dignity, and inclusion. To promote a feeling of belonging, 
teachers (and students) may be organized into teams. This is Tônnies' conception of 
intimate community (Gemeinschaft), which contrasts with formal society (Gesellschaft), 
according to Westheimer (1998:40-41, 76, 124). In addition, teacher self-perception shifts 
from self-esteem based on status (I am an educator) toward self-evaluation based on 
assessment and adjustment of the pedagogy (I help students learn better), according to 
Cohen, Lombard!, and Brawer (1975:151). To question self and adjust one's behavior is the 
reflexive self, Mead (1964:201). Self-encouragement is important not only to teachers and 
students but to all problem-solvers from infants to scientists (Gopnik & Meltzoff, 1997:22-
23). 
According to Hosford (1977:vii), the book Perceiving, behaving, becoming (ASCD, 
1962) changed American education, because it showed that "there is hope for all learners, 
that a learner's self-concept is important in daily performance, and that self-concept can be 
enhanced." However, few of those who believe that the main purpose of education is to 
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build self-esteem would substitute that for the other goals. Rather, they would integrate 
other goals of general education with self-esteem enhancement (Gurney, 1988:78-79): (1) 
shift emphasis from intellectual subjects to cognitive, emotional, physical, and spiritual 
development, and (2) focus on the relevance of the curriculum and learning for the individual 
student. The primacy of self-esteem is shown by the self-fulfilling nature of negative self-
assessments (Atchley, 1977). For example, the present author has found that negative 
academic self-images and negative behaviors often occur together in community college 
students who are not succeeding: missing classes, exams, and due dates. Vorrath and 
Brendtro (1974:36-38) showed how specific emotional and behavioral problems fall into 
three overlapping categories: (1) having low self-image (primary factor), (2) being 
inconsiderate of others, and (3) being inconsiderate of self. 
The literature links student responses to the social, historical, and educational 
context. Writing amidst social unrest and student activism, authors such as Farber (1971; 
"The Student as Nigger") and Horowitz (1971; "The Student as Jew") stressed the alienation 
and marginality of the student status. However, a decade earlier, Murray (1960/1971), in 
"The Neatnik," discussed the conformist student who exemplifies the oversocialized view of 
the individual who is socially aware but intellectually and morally shallow. In 2004, the 
typical community college student is more like the conformist—focused on getting job 
credentials to meet personal or family needs. 
However, even in a conformist era, two situations can generate alienation in the 
community college student. First, students who are unable to attend their preferred, more 
selective, institution may regard the two-year college and its faculty as beneath them—a 
student said to his instructor, "Last semester I attended a real college!" Second, students 
who feel alienated because they are not succeeding, a feeling exacerbated by the 
awareness that some depreciate the community college as "easy." This raises the issue of 
achieving prerequisite skills by completing remedial coursework versus the self-fulfilling 
prophecy of negative labels, such as the stigma of remedial courses (Berg & Axtell, 1968; 
Chalghian, 1969; Johnson, 1969; as cited in Medsker & Tillery, 1971:83-84). 
Research going back to the late 1960s shows that an important difference between 
two-year and four-year college students is in self-concept (SCOPE—School to College: 
Opportunities for Postsecondary Education). Half as many two-year students (36%, 
compared to 71%) scored in the top third on academic aptitude, as measured in their senior 
year of high school, and academic self-concept was much lower, as measured by SCOPE 
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(1968, cited in O'Banion & Thurston, 1972:32). Likewise, the same source reported that 
27% of junior college students felt "definitely able to do college work," compared to 57% of 
four-year students, although Medsker and Tillery (1971:84) note that a higher percentage of 
two-year students felt "probably" able. An ACE (American Council on Education) study 
(1967, cited in O'Banion & Thurston:32-33) found that four-year students were more self-
confident and motivated (claiming academic, intellectual, leadership, and writing abilities) 
than two-year students, who were more defensive academically (claiming athletic, artistic, 
and mechanical abilities). However, only traditional criteria were used to test the two-year 
students, which may have biased the results (33). 
Enrollment trends, including the increase in non-traditional students, have also 
affected the self-concept of community college students. Starting in the mid-twentieth 
century, there has been a trend toward older and part-time students. The proportion of non-
traditional age students, over age 24, has increased dramatically (Monroe, 1972); Cohen & 
Brawer (1989:32-34) found that the median age of community college students enrolled for 
credit had risen to 25 by 1986. Adult part-time enrollments were up from nearly one-third in 
1940 (Monroe) to two-thirds by 1986 (Cohen & Brawer:32-34). Students in each age group 
have different concerns (Seger, 1989) and self-images. 
In the context of the community college instructor, Cohen and Brawer (1972:147-
148) asserted that, "Self-knowledge is prerequisite to effective functioning as a socially 
aware professional being." If this is so, two-year colleges also should adopt the goal of self-
awareness in their curricula; some students will become white-collar professionals, but all 
will need self-aware, professional attitudes to succeed as tradespersons and citizens, as 
well as to enhance and maintain self-esteem. 
Current relevance 
Ten years have elapsed since the data were collected for the present study, and this 
raises the question of whether the study remains current. This must be judged in both 
historical and research contexts. 
Historically, the two-year college movement began about 1900. First, the junior 
college brought the first two years of college closer to home and at a lower cost. Then, 
about 1960 the community college emerged; it strengthened the vocational component of 
the two-year college, including electronics, computers and automation. Thus, it became part 
of the technological transformation of society called the information revolution. These 
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changes accelerated toward the end of the 20th century. In the shorter term, students and 
colleges are affected by economic trends; when jobs are scarce enrollments are higher, 
especially in fields of study with the highest demand for new workers. In 1993, when the 
present survey was taken, the economic boom of the 1990s had only just begun to affect 
Iowa, thus enrollment was still high among non-traditional age students. However, by the 
late 1990s more people were employed and relatively fewer in college. In the early years of 
the 21st century enrollments are up as jobs have become less plentiful. 
Chapter 3, Methodology, will show that there have been modest changes in the 
demographic characteristics of Boone Campus students and in the demographic 
characteristics and self-attitudes of public community college students since 1993, when the 
data for this research (Chapter 4) were collected. Demographic and enrollment statistics 
reflect changes in the macrostructure of society; however, the present study focuses on the 
microstructure of human (student) interaction. From a research perspective, social and 
economic (macro) trends may influence self-conceptions without changing the (micro) 
process by which they are formed. Therefore, concerning perceptions about oneself, one's 
relationships, and one's success as a student, the research is as relevant today as it was 
ten years ago. Having established the significance of social and self-perceptions, a 
conceptual base was needed. 
Conceptualizing the Research 
This research was put into a conceptual context, including a research problem, a 
theoretical framework, specific objectives, and definitions of terms. 
Research problem 
The problem was to determine the relationship between student self-esteem and 
student perceptions of others' responses to them and of their academic resources, 
adjustment, and achievements. The research focused on five questions: 
1. Is self-esteem related to the students' perceptions of their identities and of the 
identities of their role models or support persons? 
2. Is self-esteem related to students' perceptions of the emotional support received? 
3. Is self-esteem related to students' support persons and how they imagine they are 
seen by those persons (looking-glass self)? 
4. Is self-esteem related to students' role models and how they imagine they would be 
seen by those persons (looking-glass-self)? 
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5. Is self-esteem related to students' perceptions of whether they can adjust to college 
and do what is necessary to achieve academic success? 
Other student characteristics that are aspects of identity may affect self-esteem; therefore, a 
number of control variables were investigated: age, gender, ethnic group, social class, 
family function, abuse, and rural vs. urban location. Such variables are cited in the literature 
of self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965; Rosenberg & Simmons, 1971) and in classical social 
psychological research on the relationship between the individual and society (Durkheim, 
1897/1930/1951:401-405). For example, suicide is correlated with demographic variables— 
age, marital status, religion, etc. Such links suggest that society is not simply a collection of 
individuals but exists "sui generis," as a thing in itself (Durkheim:399). Similarly, Max Weber 
indicated that thinking beings interacting intentionally in society are thereby affecting one 
another (Charon, 1979:23). Thus, self-esteem may be understood in terms of the theory 
called symbolic interactionism. 
Theory 
This research was based primarily on the assumptions of symbolic interactionism 
(Blumer, 1937, as cited in Farr, 1996:126; Mead, 1934), a social psychological theory. 
Symbolic interactionism looks at how people use symbols to make agreements that affect 
their perceptions of the world, of relationships, and of themselves. Charon (1979:23) said 
that individuals are "acting in relation to each other, taking each other into account, acting, 
perceiving, interpreting, acting again." The world, therefore, is socially constructed (Hewitt, 
1979). Therefore, learned meanings and evaluations are the most direct cause of human 
behavior (Burr, Leigh, Day, & Constantine, 1979). People mutually influence one another 
through interaction (Charon), or the dynamic interplay among individuals. This influence 
extends to the very self, Charles Horton Cooley (1902/1983a: 183-184; Shubert, 1998) said, 
characterizing self-concept as a "looking-glass self." Thus, self-perceptions are based on 
one's interpretation of others' responses to him or her; figuratively, others are a mirror. 
The child's looking-glass self (self-concept) grows out of his or her relationships to 
others through the process of role-taking, according to George Herbert Mead (1934). Role-
taking is imagining oneself in the place of the other (Mead, 1934, 1938:448). In this way, 
Mead (1964:222-224) noted, the child learns to see herself as if through the eyes of others: 
first, significant others; then, the generalized other. Significant, or "particular", others are 
those who are close, such as parents, and the generalized other is an abstract composite of 
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others in the larger community. The premise of the present research is that a person's self-
concept depends upon his or her relationship with others and being able to take (imagine) 
others' roles. Putting oneself in the place of another, one sees oneself from the other's 
perspective, and others become a "looking-glass." By taking new roles throughout life, 
individuals continue to learn about groups and about themselves (Stidwell, 1984), adjusting 
self-feelings or self-esteem in each role. 
Self-esteem is also evaluated in terms of the roles we aspire to and our successes 
(Franks & Marolla, 1976) as compared to those aspirations (James, 1925/1953). In 
addition, Mead saw the self as both "I," the biologically based, impulsive, and self-directed 
self, and "Me," the socialized, conforming self. Thus, self-esteem can be seen as inherent in 
the I and as learned by the Me. 
In addition to primary sources by James, Cooley, Mead, Maslow, Rogers, and 
Coopersmith, a variety of sources was examined. Newcomb (1951) stressed the 
importance of self-other perceptions in the context of interaction. Stidwell (1984) studied the 
looking-glass self within marriage—a significant other relationship. The following 
researchers related concepts of self to college students: Astin (1975, 1977, 1993), Burr 
(1973), Chickering and Reisser (1993), Evans, Forney and Guido-DeBrito (1998), Lee 
(1984), Loevenger (1966, 1970, 1996), O'Brien and Kollock (1997), and Pascarella and 
Terenzini (1991). 
Other sources that examined self, self-concept, and self-esteem were Brinthaupt and 
Lipka (1985), Cicchetti and Beeghly (1990), Damon and Hart (1988), Gergen (1971a, 1971b), 
Gordon and Gergen (1968), Gould and Kolb (1964), Harter (1990, 1996, 1999), Hewitt (1976, 
1979, 1989, 1991, 1997), Hollander and Hunt (1972), Maccoby (1959), Maccoby and Wilson 
(1957), Mack and Ablon (1968), Martin (1985), McDougall (1908/1998), Overton (1983), Piaget 
(1927/2001, 1932/1965, 1951a, 1951b, 1962,1970), Plummer (2001), Verderber (1987), 
Verderber and Verderber (2001), Wegner and Vallacher (1980), and Zelazo, Astington, and 
Olson (1999). Bracken (1996) also provided an overview of self-concept, including self-
esteem. 
Hewitt (1976, 1979, 1991, 1998) critically examined self-esteem in relation to society. 
Brockner (1988) saw self-esteem as both a dependent and an independent variable in the 
context of work. Owens (1995) found a relationship between self-esteem and social 
connectedness, especially in children. Lauer and Handel (1977) showed that, within the 
context of symbolic interactionism, self-esteem relates to role models, emotional support, 
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identity, and other concepts. Kalandyk (1996) provided a review of the self-esteem 
literature, and Knefelkamp, Parker, and Widick (1978) edited an overview of the theories of 
student development. 
Theoretical and empirical relationships between self-esteem and other variables are 
discussed in the literature review. After stating the problem and providing a conceptual 
model, the next step was to design research objectives. 
Objectives 
To solve the research problem, objectives were established to determine whether: 
1. Students have role models or support persons with traits similar to their own. 
2. Students' self-esteem depends on whether they have a role model or support 
person. 
3. Students' self-esteem depends on whether their identity matches the perceived 
identity of their role models or support persons. 
4. Students' self-esteem depends on their perceptions of how their role models or 
support persons see them. 
5. Students' self-esteem depends on their perceptions of the emotional support they 
receive. 
6. Students' self-esteem depends on their perceptions of their academic adjustment 
and academic success, both anticipated and achieved. 
7. Students' self-esteem depends on whether an event is beyond the control of the 
student compared with acting upon a decision to deal with a situation. 
8. Students' self-esteem depends on personal or family control variables, such as 
marital status. 
9. Students' self-esteem depends on demographic control variables, including age, 
gender, and ethnicity. 
10. Students' self-esteem depends on educational control variables, such as full-time or 
part-time enrollment. 
Conceptualization and definitions were needed to pursue these research questions 
systematically. 
Other conceptual aspects of self 
Different perspectives provide alternatives in the study of self. Three orientations to 
self are: cognitive, affective, and evaluative (Miyamoto, 1970:279). In another sense, the 
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typology called the Johari Window, defines four areas of the self: (1) known to self and 
others (open), (2) known to others but not to self (blind), (3) known to self but not to others 
(private), and (4) known to neither self nor others (unknown), according to Luft (1969, as 
cited in Frey & Carlock, 1984:3-6). 
Derivation of definitions 
Definitions of self, self-concept, and self-esteem emerge from various perspectives. 
From the social psychological perspective, the self "is the individual as perceived by that 
individual in a socially determined frame of reference" (Newcomb, 1950, cited in Kaluger & 
Uncovik, 1969:99). Add to this one's values (Rogers, 1952:280) and multiple identifications 
(Campbell, 1984:9)—"Who am I" (Kuhn, 1964). The "conscious representative" of the ego 
(Kaluger & Unkovik:29) is the psychoanalytic self. 
Different types of self-referent behavior must be defined (Kaplan, 1986:6-10). Self-
concept, the cognitive aspect of self (Hewitt, 1979:97), is complex and unified (Yawkey, 
1980:4) knowledge and "feelings about what he conceives himself to be" (Kaluger & 
Unkovik, 1969:29). Also, self-concept is (Piers, 1984:1) "a relatively stable set of self-
attitudes reflecting both a description and an evaluation of one's own behavior and 
attributes." It is not the organism itself (Shibutani, 1961:228), but includes the subconscious 
and emphasizes self-esteem (Branden, 1987:11). A synonym (Hoge, 1999:24) is self-image 
(Argyle, 1999:95): "how we see ourselves," our roles, our traits, our bodies (body image), 
and our self-esteem. However, it is not literally a picture, but rather a regularized way of 
acting in relation to oneself, based on two kinds of cues: (1) direct sensory experience, and 
(2) the consistent responses of others (Shibutani:228,239). 
Self-esteem concerns the evaluative and affective aspects of self. Evaluation may 
be expressed as a quantitative level (Shibutani, 1961:235) or a qualitative judgment. Affect 
is emphasized by Breyspraak and George (1979, as cited in Stidwell, 1984), Saussy 
(1991:77), Piers (1984:1): How "I feel about myself. " Hewitt (1979:97) viewed self-esteem 
as the evaluation of self-concept in terms of positive or negative, whereas Argyle (19gg=g5) 
described it as "how well we think of ourselves." However, Burns (1979:52-57) sees self-
concept, self-evaluation, self-attitude, and self-esteem as synonymous: an organization or 
"set of self attitudes." Positive evaluation is self-respect and self-acceptance versus self-
hatred, inferiority, and unworthiness. 
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Kaplan (1986:7-8) defined self-esteem operationally as two concepts: self-evaluation 
(of performance) and self-affect (as to inherent self-worth). First, William James 
(1925/1953:145) defined self-esteem as a quotient: success (performance) divided by 
pretensions (an ideal). Second, intrinsic self-worth, existentially, comes from "awareness of 
good" (Campbell, 1984:9), the "true or authentic self," (Heidegger, Kierkegaard, as cited in 
Sorokin, 1966:148-149), the "inner child" (Bradshaw, 1990:255-6), and "wholeness," as in 
Saussy's (1991:77) "good enough self-esteem," instead of high, higher, and highest esteem. 
"Self-esteem" usually connotes high, or "good enough," esteem, unless the context suggests 
otherwise. 
An ideal may be the standard, as James' "pretensions" imply. Self-esteem is "how 
the individual feels about his self-concept in comparison with an ideal...." (Atchley, 1980, 
cited in Stidwell, 1984:7). According to Van Ness (1995:7-8), self-concept includes: self-
identity (who I believe I am), self-evaluation (how worthy I am), and self-ideal (what I should 
be). The California Task Force to Promote Self-esteem (1990, as cited in Steinem, 1992:26) 
defined it as having self-worth and meeting a standard (ideal): "to be accountable for myself 
and to act responsibly toward others." Mack (1983:7) borrowed Mead's terms: the I uses its 
standards to evaluate the Me (objective self) and self-worth, or not, is felt by the I (subjective 
self). However, Mead (1964:xiii-xiv) said the I was impulsive and the Me was socialized to 
group norms. Therefore, the Me may be understood as the generalized other (Blumer, 
1969; Mead, 1934)—a personified ideal. 
The distinction between a comparative social self (self-concept) and an evaluation 
using an internal ideal (self-esteem) is ambiguous, because the ideal is internalized in the 
socialization process that creates social self. In sum, self is the totality of the aspects of the 
person, especially the awareness thereof. Self-concept is the content of that awareness, 
especially the cognitive aspect, and self-esteem is the evaluative and affective aspects of 
that awareness. The derived definitions follow. 
Definitions 
Key terms in this study were defined as follows: 
Attitude: A psychological predisposition which can be affective and/or evaluative (Padgitt, 
1971:14). 
Ego: An unconscious aspect of self which mediates between the Id and the superego, as 
distinguished from the "I," a conscious self-awareness (Erikson, 1968:218). 
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Emotional support: A form of social support that responds with empathy and trust (Johnson, 
1992:1976). 
Emotional support person (or support person): One who consistently provides empathetic 
responses. 
Gender: "...social behaviors and characteristics associated with biological sex" (Howard & 
Hollander, 1977:10). 
Generalized other: Expected responses of a reified, personified community (Blumer, 1969; 
Mead, 1934). 
Identity: An awareness of who one is based on the statuses occupied and the roles carried 
out, especially those that are vital to one's self-concept (Kristal, 1982:120) or "solidarity with a 
group's ideals" (Erikson, 1968:208). 
Interaction: A two-way communication, mutual response and influence or "reciprocal effect" 
(Simmel, 1900, 1908, cited in Giddens, 1963:138-139; Mead, 1938:51). 
Looking-glass-self: An individual's perception of self based on the interpretation of others' 
responses to him or her (Cooley, 1902). 
Mentor: One with experience, usually in an organizational setting, who guides another through 
a complex process, such as teaching, research, or politics (Unger, 1996:596-597; Shafritz, 
Koeppe, & Soper, 1988:292). 
Minority: A group/category of people that is identified by physical or cultural traits, has less 
power than the dominant group, receives unequal treatment (Shepard, 1990:462), and obtains 
fewer rewards (Bankston, 2000:591). 
Minority student: Student identified ethnically or racially as other than "White, Non-Hispanic" 
or "International." 
Non-traditional (age) student: College student 25 years of age or older; "older student" and 
"adult student" (Cohen & Brawer, 1989:31-32,456; Medsker & Tillery, 1971:49,64). 
Perception: (a) the process by which one interprets sensory input and makes sense of the 
world (Kristal, 1982:178); (b) an individual's particular view of some aspect of the world, as 
influenced by past, personality, and needs—a product of the process of a. above (Kristal, 
1982:178); (c) a response to an item of the instrument (Sadat-Hossieny, 1989) which 
purportedly reflects the respondent's view. 
Role: A part played in exercising a right of, or fulfilling an obligation of, a status (Linton, 
1936:114). 
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Role model: An individual to whom one looks for appropriate values, attitudes, and 
behaviors (Farmer, 1992:1678). 
Role-playing: "...the enactment of conventional expectations" (Shibutani, 1986:63). 
Role-taking: Imagining oneself playing the part (role) of another (Mead 1938:374-375,448; 
1964:217). 
Self: One's whole being, especially self-awareness and self-concept, all in social context 
(Campbell, 1984:9; Newcomb, 1950, cited in Kaluger & Uncovik, 1969:99; Rogers, 
1952:280, cited in Coopersmith, 1966). 
Self-concept: The content of self-awareness—an integrated set of vital ideas and feelings 
about self, including self-esteem (Branden, 1987:11; Coombs & Snygg, 1959; Kaluger & 
Unkovik, 1969:29; Piers, 1984:1; Shibutani, 1970:279). 
Self-efficacy: Expectations of achievement based on a personal self-evaluation of 
competence, especially in a social context (Chacko, 1989:31, citing Bandura, 1978, 1982, 
and Schunk, 1983; Dunn, 1988:76-77). 
Self-esteem: The evaluation of the self—the degree to which it is seen as positive or 
negative—and the resulting feelings about oneself (Hewitt, 1979:97, as cited in Stidwell, 
1984:5; Piers, 1984:1). 
Self-image: A descriptive picture that one holds of him or herself, but without the evaluative 
aspect of self-esteem (Hayes, 1993:158). 
Self-regard: "...the self-regarding sentiment [is] best called respect" (McDougal, 
1908/1998:161). Synonymous with self-esteem, as described previously. 
Significant other: A person who influences one, because of an emotional bond with him or 
her (Mead, 1934). 
Social support: Others providing resources, emotional, material, or informational, that help 
one to cope (Johnson, 1992:1976). 
Status: A position occupied by one in a group (Linton, 1936:113-114). 
Symbol: Any objective thing that represents something else by agreement (Hacker, cited by 
Hayakawa, 1963:v-vi; Mead, 1938:51). 
Traditional (age) student: College student under 25 years of age, often referred to as "college 
age" (Cohen & Brawer, 1982:30; Schlossberg, Lynch, & Chickering, 1989:2,212,280). 
The research questions were examined employing these definitions and a research design 
or methodology. 
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Methodology, Assumptions, and Scope of the Investigation 
A methodology was developed, guided by certain assumptions and limited by definite 
boundaries. 
Methodology 
Quantitative hypothesis testing methodology and a survey questionnaire were 
employed in this research (Babbie, 1989; Mueller, Schuessler, & Costner, 1970). Ten 
methodological steps were: (1) the research problem defined (above); (2) the relevant 
literature reviewed (Chapter 2); (3) a research design and hypotheses developed (Chapter 
3); (4) an instrument constructed; (5) proposal and instrument reviewed and approved by 
the Human Subjects committee; (5) the instrument pilot-tested and revised slightly; (6) the 
revised instrument administered to a sample of students; (7) the data coded and entered 
into a DOS Edit database; (8) frequencies generated; (9) appropriate statistical analyses 
(factor, reliability, and hypothesis testing) employed using SPSS software (Chapter 4); and 
(10) the analyses interpreted, conclusions drawn, and recommendations made (Chapter 5). 
Assumptions 
The following assumptions pertain to representative sampling, and instrument validity 
and reliability: 
1. The students sampled were representative of the populations from which they were 
drawn. 
2. The students' reports of their characteristics and perceptions were honest and 
accurate. 
3. Students' perceptions were based on experience and, therefore, reflected their 
identities as students. 
4. The responses reflected the students' actual perceptions—the instrument was valid 
and reliable. 
The rationale for the foregoing research assumptions follows. The first assumption is 
justified, because the procedure was designed to obtain a sample that systematically 
excluded no category of student. Each instructor, both part-time and full-time, was asked to 
participate by administering the questionnaire to voluntary participants in at least one of his 
or her classes. A wide variety of both daytime and evening classes was sampled. This 
amounts to a cluster sample with the groupings of classes selected by the instructor. (A 
comparison confirmed that the sample was representative, because the official college 
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enrollment for Summer 1993 was 31% male and 69% female, and the sample of 
respondents for this study was exactly 31.0% male and 69.0% female.) 
Concerning the second assumption, anonymous participants, who were assured that 
individual results are confidential, had no objective advantage in lying or exaggerating, but 
perhaps, subjectively, it might have boosted their self-esteem to do so. 
Assumption 3 can be "justified" on different levels. On one level, it is an objective 
statement of an intuition: that our experiences shape our identities. The categories used, 
such as "student," are part of real-life—self-acknowledged identities around which subjects 
organize their lives. According to symbolic interactionist theory, our identities (self-concepts) 
are created and recreated in the communication with others (social experience). 
Assumption 4, that the instrument is valid (measures what it purports to) and reliable 
(does so consistently), is based on: (1) realism, that is, the items ask about the observations 
and feelings of the students; (2) honesty, meaning that the students respond based on these 
perceptions; and (3) social identity, that is, student perceptions are linked to their identities, 
which, in turn, are based on their social experiences. To the extent that their identities are 
stable their responses would probably be consistent from one time to the next (reliable). 
Scope of the investigation 
The research was bound by certain parameters, including consciously chosen 
boundaries, which delimit the study, and limitations inherent in survey data. 
Delimitations of the research 
The scope of this study was delimited as follows: 
1. It was limited to students enrolled at Des Moines Area Community College, Boone 
Campus for the Summer 1993 term. 
2. There was no experimental control group, but comparative demographic variables, 
such as age, gender, and ethnicity, were employed as statistical controls. 
Limitations of the methodology 
As survey research using voluntary participants, this research shares the limitations 
of such studies: 
1. Some subjects declined to respond, thereby reducing the response rate. 
2. Some subjects declined to answer certain questions, or stopped answering at a 
certain point, limiting the usefulness of the data. 
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It is assumed that those who declined are relatively few or are similar to those who 
responded in every other respect. To disprove this empirically would require that non-
responders be identified covertly, in violation of the ethical principles of privacy and 
voluntary participation. 
Summary 
The research problem, concepts, and broad research design have been defined. 
The problem was to determine whether students' self-esteem depends on their perceptions 
of their academic adjustments, achievements or of others' responses to them, especially 
those of their role models and support persons. Conceptually, based on symbolic 
interaction theory and the looking-glass self, the study employed hypothesis testing 
methodology using survey data. The research included a review of the literature (Chapter 
2), methodology (Chapter 3), results (Chapter 4), and conclusions (Chapter 5). 
16 
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
This literature review examines concepts, theories, and research findings on the self-
esteem of community college students, primarily from an interactionist point of view. The 
focal question is how students' self-esteem relates to perceptions of their: (1) emotional 
support persons, (2) role models, and (3) capacity for academic success. Symbolic 
interactionism is the framework, and the looking-glass self is the key concept for examining 
the nature of student self-concept and self-esteem. 
Theories 
Several theories besides interactionism were examined. 
Structuralism and culture 
The self and self-esteem may be understood in terms of culture and social structure 
(Linton, 1936, 1945, 1952,1955). Culture is learned, shared ways of life, including cognitive 
(symbols), material (artifacts), and normative (role expectations) culture. Socialization of 
cultural norms occurs directly, through sanctions on one's behavior, and indirectly, through 
the observation and imitation of sanctions on others, according to Linton (1945:139-140). 
Social structure is the patterned relationships in society. Statuses are the positions 
people occupy, and role expectations are the rights and duties of those statuses, shaping 
the relationships with other statuses (Linton, 1936:113-114). The self is shaped by the role 
expectations of one's statuses in relation to the roles of others' statuses—the social 
structure. Structuralism links with interactionism, because interaction (mutual response) is 
not just the actions of two separate actors, but is a "transaction" or "joint action" in which the 
actions intertwine (Blumer, 1969). Thus, cultural norms, statuses, and role-playing are 
ideals—a framework (Blumer: 109,115-16) within which the social process occurs. Typically, 
behavior only approximates these ideals, and, to the extent that one has internalized them, 
the fit between the real actions and the ideals will influence self-esteem. 
Phenomenology, existentialism, and self 
Phenomenology and existentialism are closely related to interactionism, because 
they focus on perceptions. 
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Phenomenology 
Phenomenology is the idea that whatever is perceived as real, including self-
perceptions, becomes effectively real when people act on their perceptions and, thereby, 
shape their environment. Carl Rogers (1961:90) suggested that these effects are positive 
because human nature is cooperative—not the self-seeking individual, which is the icon of 
Western civilization. 
For phenomenologists, self-esteem is the core of one's being (Satir, 1976). Self is 
perceived as the child perceived it through interaction with the parents and as modified by 
developments in adulthood. Thus, foundational self-esteem is based on parental 
acceptance in childhood, and secondary self-esteem depends both on that foundation and 
on adult relationships. Thus, secondary esteem may be false (a façade) if it lacks a positive 
foundation (Saussy, 1991:78). Self-evaluation is ongoing (Saussy) and affects relationships 
as well as being affected by them (Satir). 
Carl Rogers' (1951, 1952, 1961, 1980) client-centered therapy is based on self-
image (1952:280-281) and assumes (1961:87) that people naturally like themselves. If not, 
the therapist responds to the client as a person, not an object, becoming his or her mirror 
(looking-glass self). Because deferred needs are met and foundational esteem is reinforced 
in this therapeutic process, the client (Rogers, 1980:206-207) learns to accept and prize his 
or her self (Rogers, 1980:116-117) achieving, not perfect, but "good enough esteem" 
(Saussy, 1991:77). 
Rogers said that for an individual to like himself or herself (self-esteem) requires 
close congruence of the real with the ideal self. James' quotient of self-esteem, success 
divided by pretensions, made the same comparison, according to Harter (1996:13). 
Although Rogers did not use personality tests, he did use the Q-sort (developed by a 
colleague), to classify self-descriptions and measure the gap between the real and ideal 
selves (Schultz & Schultz, 1994:316-317). Using a variation of the Q-sort and fake peer 
evaluations of the subjects, researchers confirmed Rogers' idea that people resist 
experiences which are inconsistent with their self-concept (Suinn, Osborne, & Winfree, 
1962, cited in Schultz & Schultz:317). However, in that study, the looking-glass self was 
found to have limited influence. 
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Existentialism 
Existentialism is similar to phenomenology. Some researchers have approached the 
self existentially, focusing on one's own being; these include Maslow (1954, 1968, 1970), 
Westley and Epstein (1969), Hayakawa (1963), and Greenspan (1997). As a philosophy of 
the individual, existentialism examines being, becoming, and potential. As needs are met 
and potentials developed, self-esteem blossoms, and self-actualization occurs. Maslow 
(1954:80-98) placed needs in a hierarchy, which is described by Hjelle and Ziegler 
(1981:368,372-373) from the bottom: (1) physiological, (2) safety, (3) love or belonging, 
(4) self-esteem, and (5) actualization (fully developing oneself while empowering others' 
growth). Underlying self-esteem (Maslow:90) are the interrelated desires for: (1) self-
respect based on achievement and competence; and (2) the respect of others or prestige 
and reputation. Feelings of inferiority lower self-esteem and hinder self-actualization 
(LaCentra, 1987:192). If needs are thwarted and parents discourage the expression of 
one's true feelings, self-esteem withers in the child. 
In family context, the child's social needs (Greenspan & Benderly, 1997:266) are: 
1. a stable relationship with at least one adult; 
2. care-giving that is consistent and nurturing;1 
3. ongoing interaction so the child can learn; 
4. a chance to develop in his or her own way; 
5. opportunities to explore, try things, and even fail; 
6. guidelines that clarify expectations; and 
7. stable neighborhoods in stable communities. 
Change "child" to "person" and "care-giving" to "intimacy" and these points specify human 
social needs in general. 
James pointed out that each person "backs" the self with the statuses and roles that 
he or she values most. Because each individual symbolizes self in a different way, some 
needs, such as status (prestige) needs, are symbolic rather than material, according to 
Hayakawa (1963:36-37). These symbols are part of our self-concept, which consists of 
learned symbols and their meanings (assigned by agreement). Living up to one's own 
standards is the mark of a fully functioning, self-respecting person (Hayakawa:51-69). 
1 More rewards than punishments (Frey & Carlock, 1984:29). 
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One cannot develop social potential without intimacy. Intimacy, in turn, depends on 
trust (Schulz & Rogers, 1975:258), which depends on secure self-identity and self-esteem. 
Therefore, any change in self (Satir, 1976) involves interrelated functions that form a whole: 
1. Self-esteem: how I feel about myself. 
2. Communication: how I get feelings across. 
3. Feelings: I own, project, deny, or fake them. 
4. Risk taking: how I react to new things. 
Thus, a healthy self has congruence (Satir): what one feels, says, and does are consistent. 
To eliminate inconsistency, one must change behavior, and that is risky. True self-esteem is 
feeling that we matter (but not more than others), making consistent choices, being direct in 
communication—not placating, blaming, nor trivializing. 
Self-awareness, perception, and anxiety theories 
These variants of existential theory involve consistency. In self-awareness theory, 
as one becomes aware of a possible action, one seeks a consistent "rule" to follow. 
However, behavior may not always follow deeply held values, but will comply with some 
standard, such as of the group that is present—the "recency" principle. Thus, self-aware 
behavior may be superficial or aversive, avoiding self-criticism (or group-criticism). 
However, sustained self-awareness with constructive self-doubt increases moral 
consistency based on one's primary social values (Wicklund & Frey, 1980:50-54). 
In self-perception theory, a behaviorist viewpoint, we infer our own attitudes and 
emotions from our behavior and the context. Awareness of motive affects one's attitude 
toward one's behavior. Done for its own sake, attitude depends on the activity's inherent 
nature, but, if done for gain, attitude depends on those rewards. Consistency depends on 
context; so, rewards for competence generate less dissonant motives (Enzle, 1980:56-
57,78-79). 
In anxiety (buffer) theory, a source of dissonance is the anxiety surrounding death, 
injury, and social acceptance—How to "go-through-the-motions" with one's life "in the 
balance." Self-esteem is reinforced, and one is reassured by a sense of the significance of 
one's own cultural roles, or of the cultural "play" itself (Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 
1986). People reify the cultural symbols of their group, time, and place. 
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Summary 
Existentially, there are six "dimensions" of the construct self-esteem (Saussy, 
1991:18): (1) parental acceptance, (2) an ideology that gives meaning to one's place in life, 
(3) satisfying relationships, (4) competence, (5) passion for life, and (6) self-acceptance. 
Reichert (1970:55-56) would also add (7) reciprocity. Perception of equality is also a 
phenomenological truth. If you do not respect others, you will not respect yourself, and 
conversely (Feldenkrais, 1985:xi): Not only "love your neighbor as yourself," but also, "love 
yourself as your neighbor". The emergence of mutual respect is an aspect of development. 
Developmental theory and the self 
As the individual develops in stages, new capacities, such as self-awareness, 
emerge: 
1. Affective development leads to cognitive development (Greenspan & Benderly, 1997; 
Van Ness, 1995:7). 
2. Cognitive development increases our capacity to conceptualize self (Piaget, 1927, 
1951, 1962). 
3. Socio-emotional development is linked to others through role-taking (Cooley, 1902; 
Mead, 1934). 
4. "Crises" of development resolve feelings about self and relationships with others 
(Erikson, 1950, 1968, 1980). 
5. Overall development is evaluated in relation to ideals, including moral ideals 
(Kohlberg, 1981). 
Various aspects of development are best explained with different theories. 
Chickering's psychosocial theory 
Chickering (1969; Chickering & Reisser, 1993) identified seven potentials (vectors) 
by which college students of traditional-age develop into fully functioning adults: 
(1) developing competence; (2) managing emotions; (3) developing autonomy; 
(4) establishing identity; (5) freeing interpersonal relationships; (6) developing purpose; and 
(7) developing integrity. 
Development is not a simple unfolding, but requires stimulation, which the college 
experience provides. Each vector is part of one's self-concept, including self-esteem. By 
inference, these vectors also apply to non-traditional students, because: 
1. Development does not stop at a certain age, but continues throughout life. 
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2. Many older students have experienced an identity transition, like an empty nest. 
3. Some have experienced an emotional crisis, such as divorce, that transformed their 
identity. 
Loevinger's theory. Student development may be understood in terms of stages. 
To Loevenger (1966, 1976), development is a process by which the ego structure becomes 
more complex. She studied the development of women of different ages in ten potential 
stages: (1) pre-social (newborn), (2) symbiotic (pre-language infant), (3) impulsive (toddler), 
(4) self-protective (mid-childhood), (5) conformist (preteen to teen), (6) self-aware transition 
(typical U.S. adult), (7) conscientious (choice maker), (8) individualistic (tolerant of self and 
others), (9) autonomous (acts on ideal of fairness), and 10) integrated (Maslow's 
self-actualized person). Later, Loevenger and Wessler (1970) found that this model of ego 
development applies to men as well as women. 
Identity formation theory. Stages of the understanding of self-identity tend to 
parallel those of understanding others (Damon & Hart, 1988, cited in Yuill, 1993:99). Erik 
Erikson's adolescent stage of development, identity versus role confusion, is the basis for 
identity formation theory (Kroger, 1996:33-46). The continuum of identity formation includes 
four types (Kroger:33-40): (a) identity achievement, (b) moratorium, (c) foreclosure, and (d) 
diffusion. Identity achievement supports high self-esteem with variation by gender—males 
having less fear of success. Moratorium individuals covertly struggle with identity, but their 
sense of self-esteem is stable. Foreclosure is authoritarian with smug esteem, yet rigid and 
vulnerable to shattering. Diffusion is a variable, uncommitted, non-intimate personality with 
little esteem or sense of self. Even stable types, such as achieved identity, may shift prior to 
adulthood, or less stable ones may continue into adulthood under social pressures—sex 
stereotypes or communal values may favor foreclosure. There are also other approaches to 
development. 
Other developmental theories. Socio-physiological, coping, and collaborative are 
additional approaches to development. Socio-physiologically, the right brain perceives self 
within a social matrix, and the left brain uses verbal symbols (language) to process the 
norms for each social situation. For a person to function as a whole the functions of the 
hemispheres must be integrated (Barchas, Harris, Jose II, & Rosa, 1984:139,147). 
Otherwise, self-esteem and other capacities would be affected. 
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A coping perspective integrates the aspects of self-perception into a developmental 
model (Jackson & Bosma, 1990:4). For example, self-worth impacts affect, which impacts 
energy level (Harter, 1990:319). Affect, motivation, commitment, and identity are linked. 
The self maintains self-esteem, and feedback enables the performance to be improved to 
meet the goal as the "I" evaluates the "Me". 
The collaborative elements of a liberating education enhance self-development and 
esteem (Patton, 1981:210): 
1. valuing interpersonal relationships; 
2. fostering self and group development through nurturing the affective; 
3. developing a sense of self and collective respect; and 
4. recognizing the need for unitary, holistic development. 
These ideas were also part of the interactionist and existential perspectives on self-esteem. 
Other theories also provided insights into the self. 
Other theories of self 
Other approaches to self-concept include social learning and modeling theories, 
cognitive theory, and exchange theory. 
Social learning and modeling theories 
Learning by reinforcement and by copying and may relate to self-esteem (Bandura 
1962, 1973,1992; Tedeschi, 1986). In modeling theory, children (and adults) observe and 
imitate both live and symbolic (media) models (Garrett, 1971:3). The roles and values of 
key adults shape children, providing them a self-fulfilling motivation toward modeled goals 
(Joshi, 1969:30). These models are internalized as ideals for self-evaluation (self-esteem). 
In self-esteem as a re inforcer (Tedeschi, 1986:14-15), following a role model who 
interacts effectively enhances one's social influence. This reward, in turn, reinforces 
reputation (looking-glass) esteem. Although self is typically an explainer of past social 
actions, reinforcers can shape role-taking and intentions to encourage a socially responsive 
self-in-command. 
In power identification theory, the child identifies with and internalizes the role of a 
parent who wields power (reinforces) effectively. Similarly, power (and prestige) on the job 
enhances self-esteem (Shepard, 1990:105). 
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Cognitive theory 
Piaget explained that cognitive development is integral to role learning, according to 
Joshi (1969:34-36), because to conceptualize an abstract role, one must have the requisite 
language skills. In addition, a unified identity with multiple roles must be conceptualized 
within a highly abstract social system (Joshi:40). 
Exchange theory 
Exchange theory is the idea that people are rationally motivated to increase rewards, 
but the reciprocal nature of interaction tends to balance rewards with costs (Homans, 1950). 
Thus, one foundation of self-esteem is reciprocal acknowledgment of self-respect between 
persons. 
Overview 
The remainder of this literature review generally takes an interactionist perspective 
on self-concept, self-esteem, and related variables and issues. 
Philosophical Background 
Aristotle and other Greeks distinguished the soul, or essential psychic nature, from 
the physical aspects of the person. Christian theology appropriated the concept of soul, but 
in modern times Aristotle's distinction became important in social philosophy and social 
science. Accordingly, Descartes' idea of the person as "thinker" (Gergen, 1971a:6) was a 
critical development. The problems of mind, body, and self were considered by 
philosophers, such as Berkeley, Hobbes, Hume, and Mill, whose ideas formed the tradition 
that gave rise to psychology (Gergen:6-7). William James played a key part in this, 
incorporating pragmatic notions into his interactionist perspective. 
Symbolic interactionism is derived from the school of philosophy called American 
Pragmatism, the premise of which is that, in practice, reality depends on perceptions, not 
absolutes. Pragmatism is rooted in certain key ideas of four European philosophers: Kant, 
Hegel, Marx, and Dilthey. 
European philosophers 
Kant had three key ideas concerning self: (1) the concept of a transcendental or 
overarching self-awareness that encompasses past, present and future selves (Blocker, 
1999); (2) self-regard (self-esteem) which exists in relation to an ideal—the moral law 
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(Campbell, 1984:154); and (3) a human being (self) acts in terms of purposes, an activity 
which is Pragmatisch, or pragmatic (Campbell: 154). 
Hegel, according to DeVries (1988:151-163), recognized the importance of language 
and what he called "linguistic signs" (symbols) in the development of the mind. Marx, using 
Hegel's theory of knowledge, saw consciousness as socially based (as cited in Still, 
1998:31); this was a premise of pragmatism (and interactionism). However, Marx 
(materialism) is seldom credited. 
Dilthey (Shibutani, 1987:111) related self to society and advocated sympathetic 
introspection as a means of understanding the self. George Herbert Mead, one of the 
founders of interactionism, studied under him. George Santayana (1940) served as a 
philosophical bridge from the 19th to the 20th century, from Europe to America, and from 
dualism to a unified view of life. He saw the self as linked to group roles, in contrast to the 
independent soul (Arnett, 1955/1969:21-23). 
American pragmatism 
For American pragmatists, everything, including the self, is interpreted through social 
experience, and truth is a matter of perceptions not absolutes. Peirce insisted that ideas 
must be defined and illustrated in terms of experience (as cited in Dewey, 1923:301-302). 
For James (1925/1953:82), the necessity of examining an idea in practical terms was the 
"pragmatic rule." 
As philosopher and social psychologist, William James (1892, 1897, 1907, 1912, 
1925) examined the nature of the self. As a pragmatist, he insisted upon linking the world of 
ideas to the rest of the world (James, 1925/1953:82-83): Therefore, the concept must be 
consistent with the precept (experience). Thus, James examined experience in detail to 
determine the consequences of an idea being true or not (Dewey, 1923:303). He was a 
flexible thinker who rejected all dogmas, including the natural vs. supernatural dualism and 
both religious and scientific determinism (Allen, 1967:xi). In sum, James chose free will as 
his premise. 
James (Allport, 1985:xix) recognized choice (free will) as the basis for self-
acceptance. Accordingly, one's personal psychology was based on self-image and the 
choice of guiding principles. Thus, one may choose a set of working assumptions, an 
outlook on the world that allows one to be happy, according to James (Allen, 1967:ix). 
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One develops a set of principles and ethics based on a philosophy that itself is 
chosen. With it one places oneself among the perceived interconnections of the world, 
according to James (Allport, 1985:xv). This premise is the basis of humanistic psychology. 
James' view of reality is individualistic, but not exclusively, because reality includes the idea 
of relationship, in which people's experiences overlap (Allen, 1967:510). James' philosophy 
was intertwined with his psychology. 
From philosophy to social science 
James' ideas may be considered a transition to social science, because he was both 
a philosopher and a psychologist, and one of his goals was to make psychology a natural 
science (Brennan, 1968:41). For James, these two approaches to the world were 
interrelated, because the pragmatic rule, a philosophical premise, requires the examination 
of empirical consequences, through the scientific method. 
After 1850, evolutionary science began to separate itself from the absolute dualism 
(Dewey, 1925:93-94), of fundamentalist religion. By 1900, James (Allport, 1985:xxvii) saw 
psychology as objective science, not subjective philosophy. Yet his premise, free will, was 
subjective. 
Although he rejects dualism, James' view of the self starts with "I" (knower) versus 
"me" (known) (Brennan, 1968:60). Natural feelings (self-appreciation) and actions (self-
preservation) are part of the Me (Allport, 1982:43-44). Self-awareness is, by definition, a 
subjective experience. James' social psychology was closely related to the philosophy of 
Peirce (1923: 236), for whom awareness of both self and other arises in the perception of an 
opposition between the two. James (1925/1953:128) saw the "Me" in looking-glass terms: 
one "has as many different social selves as there are distinct groups of persons whose 
opinion he cares" (emphasis added). Yet, James (145) also conceived of self-esteem as a 
quotient based on goals chosen by an individual: 
success 
success = 
pretensions 
Thus, each individual must choose the roles that "back" their identity and self-esteem 
(James, 1925/1953:143-144). 
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Theoretical Perspective: Symbolic Interactionism 
From a theoretical perspective, symbolic interactionists examined the social nature of 
the self. 
Concept 
Prior to the emergence of symbolic interactionism at the University of Chicago and 
the University of Michigan in the early 20th century, American sociologists, following Lester 
Ward, saw the individual and society as discrete units and motivation of the individual as 
flowing directly from biological instincts, according to Meltzer and Petras (1970:4). 
Interactionists disagreed with the individual versus society dichotomy (Cooley, 1902; Dewey, 
1946:18-19; James, 1892; Mead, 1934). Both society and the individual were important, 
and Cooley (Reiff, 1983:xvii) said that society "must improve as a whole," and James (Kallen 
1953:36) was concerned with "the power of the individual active within his group." Mead, 
following Comte and Cooley, saw that the individual must be understood in a social context 
(Strauss, 1956:xxiv). Dewey (1925:145) said that, "Everything that exists in as far as it is 
known and knowable is in interaction with other things." Thus, interactionism held a middle 
ground between the extremes of individualism, such as social Darwinism, and of social and 
economic determinism, such as Marxism. 
The idea that individuals are shaped by the group and that individuals influence one 
another and, thereby, influence the group is the essence of symbolic interactionism (Mead, 
1932, 1934, 1938). It may be defined as the idea that individuals interact to meet their 
needs, to agree upon symbols for communication, to interpret situations, and to act in terms 
of those perceptions. Perceptions are organized according to perspectives, but individuals 
remain complex and even unpredictable. In collaboration with others, they select their 
perspectives from many possibilities and flexibly adapt to situations (Charon, 1979:23-24). 
The premises of symbolic interactionism explain human action and interaction (Meltzer & 
Petras, 1970:3-5): 
1. Individual and group are not discrete entities, but are intertwined. 
2. "I" is impulsive and motivated biologically, but not by specific instincts. 
3. Meaning is conveyed by symbols. 
4. Perceptions are more important than the situation itself in influencing behavior. 
5. Perceptions are revised as situations are reinterpreted. 
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Placing interpretation, perception, and behavior together in a social context is the essence 
of interactionism. 
Foundation: James and others 
James' concepts of free will (Allport, 1985), the social self (James, 1925/1953), and 
self-esteem (James, 1925/1953), which compares successes (real self) with pretensions 
(ideal self), were the foundation stones of symbolic interactionism. Baldwin and Cooley 
added to the foundation of interactionism and set the stage for Mead. It is that idea of self 
and other, or socius, that develops in the very young child, according to Baldwin (cited in 
Zelazo, Astington, & Olson, 1999:ix). In addition, Baldwin (1898: 208) showed the nature of 
the collective link between individual mind and society: 
[T]he members of society agree; all must be born to learn the same things. 
....Each member of society gets and gives the same set of social 
suggestions; the differences being ... the degree of variation which each one 
gives to what he has before received... 
In the context of evolution, Baldwin (1902:65) noted the importance of social "intercourse" 
(interaction) and imitation in learning, and that the socially acquired actions of a species, 
including humans, supplement physical heredity. Anthropologists, including Franz Boas 
(1940) and Ralph Linton (1936), came to call this social inheritance "culture." In Mind: A 
Social Phenomenon, Doran (1952) discussed the role of cultural traditions in determining 
the content of the mind but not its interactive origins. 
Cooley: The looking-glass self 
The looking-glass self concept was a contribution to interactionism of Charles Norton 
Cooley (1902, 1909, 1918), a social psychologist at the University of Michigan in the early 
20th century. Cooley (1998:155-157) defined the self as "that which is designated in 
common speech by the pronouns of the first person singular, 'I,' 'me,' 'my,' 'mine,' and 
'myself.'" Psychologists call this the "empirical self." The "my-feeling," or self-feeling is the I, 
and "Since T is known to our experience primarily as a feeling ... it cannot be described or 
defined without suggesting that feeling" (Cooley: 157). This implies that self-esteem is a vital 
part of self. A sense of self has both innate and socio-cultural sources (Cooley, Angell, & 
Carr, 1933:131-132): (1) the inborn my-feeling developed in relations with others, and (2) a 
definition of self implied in other's responses to us. The looking-glass self is socially 
referenced (Cooley, 1902/1983:183-184) "imagination of how one's self... appears in a 
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particular mind, and the kind of self feeling one has is ... attributed to that other mind. " The 
elements of the looking-glass self are: 
1. The response itself: actions, body language, or words directed toward the person by 
others. (In response to the greeting, "Good morning," others stare silently.) 
2. The subjective interpretation of the response. (The internal response: "These people 
don't like me!") 
3. The self-evaluation based on the interpretation: (The conclusion: "I am not a likable 
person.") 
Cooley implied mutual respect in his conception of self-esteem, speaking of it as 
accepting one's own faults much as a close friend would do. Cooley's view was in contrast 
to the prevailing individualistic, social Darwinist interpretation of the time, quoting English 
(1928): 
SELF-ASSERTION, DOMINATION, POSITIVE SELF-FEELING. Tendency, 
by many deemed innate, to "take the lead" over others regarded as inferior.... 
the forms are exceedingly varied. ... this tendency is held to be the central 
fact of life. 
Mead: Development of self 
George Herbert Mead (1932, 1934, 1938, 1956) taught in the Department of 
Philosophy at the University of Chicago, but much of what he taught was social 
psychological. Mead integrated the premises of symbolic interactionism as he explored the 
social nature of the self. For him, the self is not only biological, but also social and reflexive 
(Mead, 1938:367), which implies free will rather than determinism (Morris, 1938:xii). Mind 
arises at the intersection of individual and group—a product of interaction, mutual influence, 
and conflict (Mead, 1964:42), which is both intrapersonal and interpersonal. The I reflects 
on the actions of the different Mes, as the individual takes different roles, and unifies them 
through symbolic interpretation, according to Skidmore (1975:150-151, citing Mead, 1934). 
Individuals interact, each becoming a self, and collectively they become a group by 
communicating with significant symbols, according to Mead (1934:117-125). A significant 
symbol is "a gesture that has the same meaning for others that it has for its maker" (Mead, 
1934, cited in English & English, 1958:502). 
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Concept of other 
There are two types of others: significant and generalized. Significant others, 
according to Mead (1934, cited in Shepard, 1993:138-139), are persons whose judgments 
most affect the self-concept of an individual. Actually, Mead (1934/1962:138,158,160) 
usually referred to "particular others," and their relative importance is inferred from the 
context. Their judgment influences a person because of an established relationship with the 
other that includes a major emotional component, which is an alternative definition of 
significant other. Often one shares a primary group membership with the significant other. 
A primary group, Cooley (1909/1983:23) says, is "characterized by intimate face-to-face 
association and cooperation." So, family members, especially parents, the teacher, and the 
playmate are all significant others (Sprigle, 1980:22-23), because a bond is formed. 
The generalized other was defined by George Herbert Mead (1964:218) as the 
overall expectations of others: "the attitude of the whole community." It is an abstract idea 
about others in the group, community, or society, whose rules become one's own 
(internalized). The generalized other develops through role taking: imagining oneself in the 
place of the other (Mead, 1938:448). 
Stages of socialization 
Four levels of socialization are implied (Mead, 1938:374-375)—egocentric, imitative, 
play, and game: 
1 Pre-self (or egocentric stage, 0-1 years) - infant focuses on others primarily to have 
its needs met; it is pure "I," "impulsive , self-interested" (McKee, 1974:84) and 
"egocentric" (Doby, Boskoff & Pendleton, 1973:175). Role-taking is not possible 
because the self is undifferentiated from the other. Example: Baby screams for its 
bottle. 
2 Preparatory (or imitative stage, 1-2 years) - toddler "blindly" imitates others, not 
always understanding the actions (Charon, 1979:65; Norton & Hunt, 1972:97); this is 
the precursor of role-taking, because the actor is "Me." Example: Toddler "fixes" the 
window with a hammer. 
3 Play stage (2-4) years) - the young child takes the role of the significant other while 
also playing his or her own role (Mead, 1938). Example: Preschooler pretends to 
have a dialog with "Mommy." 
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4 Game stage (4-6+ years) - the child takes on the roles of several others at once, 
internalizing a concept of the generalized other (Mead, 1938). For example, a child 
as batter imagines the responses of pitcher, first baseman, etc., to him or her hitting 
the ball. 
Through the play stage, role-taking occurs in relation to the significant other, and the 
generalized other develops out of the more impersonal role-taking of the game stage. 
The concepts of the founders of interactionism contributed to the understanding of 
the social development of the self. James' idea of self-esteem lets us judge ourselves 
compared with an ideal, primarily through our own eyes. Cooley's looking-glass self and 
Mead's role-taking let us see and judge as if through other's eyes. Our mind emerges out of 
interaction and role-taking: growing out of an internal dialog using symbols we share with 
the group. Incidentally, Piaget (1927:137) indicated that the child's capacity for introspection 
grows out of interaction and argument. In addition, Piaget found that the ability to take the 
perspective of the other—role taking—is critical in the development of the self, according to 
Turiel (1983:58). 
Developments following Mead 
Further developments concerning interactionism, self, and self-esteem have 
occurred since Mead. Two views emerged from the interactionist perspective. 
Two schools of interactionism 
Two approaches to interactionism emerged after George Herbert Mead: Blumer's 
Chicago School and Kuhn's Iowa School (Meltzer & Petras, 1970:8-14). Blumer, like Mead, 
saw the self as including both the impulsive, biologically based (not specific instincts) I and 
the socialized Me, whereas Kuhn saw the self as only the Me and therefore more 
predictable. Thus, Kuhn was more quantitative and scientific, compared with Blumer's more 
qualitative and humanistic approach. These viewpoints (Nye, 1976:4) reflected the 
structural (Kuhn) and the interactionist (Blumer) approaches. The structuralist approach is 
that culture determines interaction (Linton), and the interactionist approach is that symbols 
and culture arise from interaction (Mead). Not only Mead, but also Blumer (1969) and Kuhn 
(1964; Greenwood, 1994) have influenced the approaches to self that have followed them, 
especially Kuhn's Twenty Statements Test, or TST (Lauer & Handel, 1977; Spitzer, Couch, 
& Stratton, 1971). Kuhn's ideas may be reflected in the more rigidly behaviorist approach. 
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Processes and components of self-esteem 
Blumer's concepts are reflected in the aspects of self-esteem. Two processes of 
self-esteem (Franks & Morolla, 1976) are self-evaluation: (1) through the eyes of others 
(looking-glass self); and (2) of one's effect on the environment. These reflect the Me and I, 
respectively. The I who decides and acts is called "agency" or the human capacity of 
autonomy. 
Two interrelated elements of self-esteem, according to Burns (1979:55-56), are self-
evaluation and self-worth. Self-evaluation compares the perceived self to an ideal, identity, 
or society (the Me). Whereas self-worth is more intrinsic, pertaining to agency or self-in-
command (the I). Because self-evaluation is less subjective, measurement of self-esteem 
usually focuses on it (Burns:56). Another conception of self-esteem looks at its components 
(Miller, 1963): subjective public esteem (looking-glass self or the Me), objective public 
esteem, and self-esteem itself (evaluation of one's own attributes or the I). 
Explanatory style (Peterson & Seligman, 1984, cited in Schlossberg, Lynch, & 
Chickering, 1989), apparently equivalent to self-esteem, consists of three dimensions of 
capability/ incapability: (1) locus of control is internal/external, (2) stable/unstable, and (3) 
limitations are situational/global. 
Two approaches to self-esteem 
Qualitative and quantitative conceptions of self-esteem rest on different assumptions. 
The qualitative approach has the holistic assumption that self-esteem is constructed within a 
larger web of meaning that encompasses the world and one's roles within it—whether real 
or imagined (Jackson, 1984). However, the quantitative approach has the reductionist 
assumption that self-esteem can be analyzed into its key constituent parts (Jackson) or 
causal antecedents. The relative importance of each component is quantified as a number. 
Applications of self-esteem to education 
Conceptions of self-esteem may be applied to education. Self-esteem is important 
for the development of students and teachers in their respective roles and as individuals 
(Tusin, 1999; Zehm, 1999). It may also be prerequisite to cognitive development 
(Greenspan, 1997) and to learning itself (Plummer, 2001). Therefore, although a century-
long trend in education has been toward learning as an impersonal science, a powerful 
countertrend has been toward learning as a holistic experience for the student. As an 
integral part of the whole person, self-esteem may be seen as an overarching goal of 
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education. Subject matter is valuable, but to be meaningful it must be integrated into a 
curriculum in terms of individual (and community) growth and its relevance to life as a whole 
(Gurney, 1988). This creates dilemmas, for example, the correction of the language of a 
child of the lower classes may be seen as an attack on him or her (self-esteem) and on his 
or her family (Kerckhoff, 1972:72) and failure to correct it leaves the child in a disadvantaged 
situation. 
Summary 
This overview of self and self-esteem has emphasized interactionism and role-taking. 
From this perspective, reality itself is interpreted through social interchange, both actual and 
imagined. 
Social Interpretation of Reality 
Perceived structures of reality arise in social context as interaction influences self-
concept and all perceptions. 
Social construction of self and of reality 
Reality is a social construct or "social reality" (Festinger, 1950; Harr'e, 1987; Keasey, 
1966; O'Brien & Kollock, 1997). Through interaction and role-taking, perceptions emerge— 
of self, social structure, one's place in it—the "definition of the situation" (Stidwell, 1984). 
Symbols are tools that enable people to communicate and to create and interpret reality. 
Hacker (no date, cited in Hayakawa, 1963:vi) asserted that "Not only does the human being 
use and create symbols, but the individual is also ... created by symbolism." Thus, self is 
part of a socially interpreted, reinterpreted, and integrated reality—a product of interacting 
minds. The idea of a "person" is socially constructed and varies in social, cultural, and 
historical context (Bickhard, 1992:86). 
Integration of self and other 
For Mead, role-taking and mind were inseparable. Symbolic interactionists have 
shown that interaction, imitation, role-taking, and empathy all contribute to the emergence of 
mind. We are not born with a self-concept (Kaluger & Unkovik, 1969:29). Rather, the self is 
born as internal perceptions of one's sensory experience are reflexively integrated with 
perceptions of others (Burr et al., 1979, cited in Stidwell, 1984:6). In addition to James, 
Cooley, and Mead, other early researchers, including Baldwin (1898), found that 
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relationships are vital in the development of the self, according to Cicchetti and Beeghly 
(1990:2). Previously, Baldwin (893:11,113,127) had conceptualized self-consciousness 
without reference to others. 
Self-awareness enables one to model the experience of others, because it allows 
one to infer other's knowledge (Gallup: 123). Recent research has indicated that 
chimpanzees raised in isolation are unable to recognize themselves in a mirror (Gallup, 
1991:122-123). Self-recognition is evidence of the ability to conceive of oneself. The self-
aware human mind employs symbols (language) for both internal and external 
communication, and to conceptualize self and other. 
Self-other perceptions. The factor that links self, society, and symbol in an 
interactive context is self-other perceptions. Newcomb (1951:93) conceptualized these 
connections as social attitudes (dependent variable), social structure and personality 
(independent variables), and self-other perceptions (intervening variables). However, 
because the feedback of interaction can affect almost any factor, these variables may be 
interchangeable. 
Imitation, role-taking, and empathy. Imitation leads to internal interaction (role-
taking). Observation leads to imitation, and that response, leads to interaction (mutual 
response), role-taking, and empathy (Heider, 1958). 
Imitation. Imitation involves copying the actions of another. Meltzoff (1990:156) 
found in the laboratory that imitation occurs in newborns, and that social modeling and 
mirroring require imitation (161-162). It enables one to take on a part of the other, said 
Meltzoff (146), citing Baldwin (1906), Bandura (1986), Ekman (1984), Kagan (1981), Mead 
(1934), and Meltzoff & Moore (1977). The "onset of imitation marks the beginning of 
selfhood" concluded Damon and Hart (1988: 178), citing Baldwin (1902), Guillaume 
(1926/1971), Kohlberg (1969), and Piaget (1932/1965). For Piaget (1951a) it included a 
range of actions from a simple movement to "representative imitation"—the basis for 
symbols (language). Paradoxically, imitation is both egocentric (Piaget, 1962:290) and 
social, because it leads to role-taking. 
Role-taking. Role-taking, imagining playing the role of another (Mead, 1938), is the 
basis for the social construction of reality and of self. Shibutani (1986:165) asserts that: 
All objects are shaped through role-taking in social interaction. If self-
concepts are also formed through role-taking while participating in 
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transactions, then their content should depend on the kinds of expectations 
that are characteristically projected to others with whom we are in sustained 
association. 
Role-taking requires that one perceive the other, identify with the other, and project one's 
inclinations onto him or her, according to Shibutani (64). In this process one also can feel 
the emotions of another, which is empathy. 
Empathy. Feeling as if one were the other, which grows out of role-taking, binds one 
emotionally to others. Empathy connects (Damon & Hart, 1988:177): (1) my feeling with (2) 
my behavior (3) with a feeling in another with the same behavior. It allows one to identify 
with a significant other and to care how he or she may feel about one's actions. Only 
through empathy can feelings of reciprocity and fairness arise, said Damon and Hart (176-
178). Fairness requires us to allow others the same wants as our own (Baldwin, 1902:21); 
therefore, empathy is the basis for morality, according to Kohlberg, (Damon & Hart: 177-
178). Morality was Kant's basis for self-respect, which is based on empathy, not self-
obsession or narcissism. Empathy, a self-conscious (accepting) emotion, contrasts with 
shame or pride (Lewis & Ramsay, 1999:85-86), which are self-conscious evaluative 
emotions. Self-acceptance may relate to survival. 
Self-esteem and survival 
One's initial self-esteem affects one's relationships (Blumer, 1969; Gergen, 1971a; 
Satir, 1976). To survive in a social context, we need to see ourselves in a positive 
(Rosenberg, 1965:14), integrated way, which enables us (Miyamoto (1970:280) "to fit into 
some set of social relations." Motivation favors the positive emotions, like feelings of 
competency that are linked, internally, to a self-representation and, externally, to survival. 
Self-acceptance may be necessary for successful adaptation—it leads to social acceptance. 
Role-taking allows one to adjust perceptions and actions. We evaluate both ourselves and 
others, making attributions, and we respond accordingly. 
Evaluation, attribution, and consistency 
A basic human trait is to evaluate everything (Schier & Carver, 1980:237)—others 
and ourselves. These judgments mutually influence us, our actions, and our affect (Markus 
& Wurf, 1983; Stidwell, 1984:7). In the context of social expectations and values, one 
interprets actions and makes attributions or inferences (Davies, 1992:61). Attributions are 
cognitive, evaluative, and affective generalizations about a person; self-attributions affect 
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one's self-esteem as they are compared to expectations. Self-judgments rate one's 
competence, morality, and stability (Vallacher, 1980:24-25). They tend to be self-fulfilling 
because they are reinforced by preconceptions, according to Atchley (1977:81), e.g., the 
student with a negative (academic) self-image exhibits negative academic behaviors. 
Negative self-images are usually inconsistent. 
A key aspect of stability and self-esteem is consistency, which affects evaluations of 
oneself and others. Student self-esteem is linked to mutual attributions of students and their 
support persons and role models: actual and imputed. The foundation of a coherent self-
concept and of good self-esteem is consistent self-attributions (wholeness). This can make 
it difficult to change self-concept and self-esteem (Samuels, 1977:64). In general, research 
has shown that the behavior of those with low self-esteem is consistent with self-concept. 
Whereas for those with high self-esteem, the behavior is self-enhancing, according to 
Oosterwegel and Oppenheimer (1993:15), and builds self-esteem. 
Theories of consistency were reviewed by Padgitt (1971:3-12). One is Festinger's 
(1957/1962) principle of cognitive dissonance. A person adjusts perceptions to reduce the 
discomfort caused by any discrepancy in their ideas (Schafer & Braito, 1976; Schafer, 
Braito, & Bohlen, 1976; Schaefer & Keith, 1981). Consistency is maintained in the 
perceptions of self, according to Atchley (1977:81), including self-esteem (Kernis, Cornell, 
Sun, Berry, & Harlow, 1993). Like Satir (1976), Slawski (1981:86,183) stressed 
congruence: "Given significant inconsistencies in ideas about themselves, people will 
[reduce] them by either changing their behavior or their ideas.... " However, dissonance 
theory (Beauvois & Joule, 1996:xxii) has come to stress cognitive changes for ego defense 
(self-esteem maintenance) more than for the sake of psychological consistency. 
Paradoxically, even low self-esteem is maintained to avoid anxiety and dissonance 
(Ashworth, 1979:149,185). Dissonance results not just from inconsistent cognitions but from 
actions that produce an aversive event. For example, children strongly defend their self-
esteem by resisting negative responses (Swann, 1996:88-89). A threat to self-image may 
be foiled by devaluing an aspect of self, the threatening message, or the messenger 
(Atchley:81). It can also be thwarted, according to Brehm and Cohen (1962:162), by 
projecting the label onto admired persons, thereby rehabilitating the trait. 
Dissonance theory and self-esteem theory may be seen as special cases of one 
another (Hendrick & Jones, 1972: 267): 
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[T]hus, within dissonance theory, behaving to maximize self-esteem could be 
looked upon as a minimizing of discrepancy between the real and ideal-self; 
alternatively, within self-esteem theory, behaving so as to reduce cognitive 
discrepancies could be regarded as maximizing one's concept of oneself as 
internally consistent. 
Self-consistency extends to the looking-glass self, because the perceived appraisal 
influences self-esteem more than an actual response, according to Stidwell (1984:17), who 
cited Gecas (1983), Miyamoto and Dornbusch (1956), Quarantelli and Cooper (1966), and 
Reeder, Donohue, and Biblartz (1960). An example adapted from Shepard (1993:137) is: 
when her date arrives, the young woman thinks to herself, "He's so quiet, I must look awful!" 
Meanwhile, he thinks "She's so stunning, I'm speechless!" In addition, the more one 
identifies with another, the more that consistency in the perceptions imputed to the other. It 
is (Sherman, 1964:3-4) "rewarding to be considered correct or competent in [the] eyes" of 
one similar to oneself, because trust and respect (esteem) are exchanged. Sherman (4) 
cited Heider (1946; 1958), Osgood and Tannenbaum (1955), Cartwright and Harary (1956), 
Rosenberg (1956), Festinger (1957), Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1971), and 
especially Newcomb (1950), for this exchange perspective. 
However, the ideal of complete self-awareness and consistency may be unattainable 
because of an inherent contradiction. Duvall and Wicklund (1972) started with Mead's 
reflexive self, in relation to James' "pretensions" or ideal self, and added the idea of 
dissonance to develop a paradoxical theory of self and self-esteem. They contended that 
the more self-aware one is the more one is aware of any discrepancies between the ideal 
and real selves; therefore, the lower the self-esteem. 
Internal and external influences 
Factors from within and without affect the self. The degree to which the perceptions 
of others are reflected in self-image depends on both internal and external factors. 
Internally, self-concept tends to be stable, so our "socially determined" self does not 
change with every new encounter, but does respond to the impression we think we are 
making (Kaluger & Uncovik, 1969:99-100), an internal judgment. In addition, value priorities 
influence what affects self-esteem (McMartin, 1995:98,116). For example, living up to an 
"image" may lower self-esteem (Bloom, 1993) when deeply held values are threatened. The 
less stable and coherent the self-concept (which typically is linked to low esteem), the more 
susceptible to external influence the individual is (Frey & Carlock, 1984:10-11). 
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External or situational factors, especially relationships, may reinforce or disrupt self-
consistency. Other people's evaluations affect self-evaluation when they are seen as 
relevant and consistent (Stidwell, 1984:18). The drive to consistency is greater in close or 
primary relationships. Husbands and wives shift toward cognitive consistency between the 
perceived esteem of the other and self-esteem (Stidwell: 17). There is a closer match 
between interpersonal and intrapersonal values in healthier marital relationships 
(Stidwell: 18). Self-esteem may benefit from the attraction to those with similar attitudes and 
motives ("effectance arousal"), according to Sherman (1969:5), because a trusted and 
consistently supportive person, with whom one identifies, provides a positive looking-glass 
image. 
Because internal and external influences overlap, interaction provides clues to the 
perceptions of the other. In addition, one chooses what roles to take, but only from the role 
models, symbols, meanings, and rewards available. Different theories may help explain 
these interconnections, including interactionist, existential, and exchange perspectives 
(Sherman, 1969:3-5). In summary, self-concept is affected by internal factors, like values 
and choices, by external factors, like groups, and by the interaction between the two. 
Social construction of self 
Role playing is a "dialectic process of interchange between social structure and the 
individual" (Atchley, 1977:79). The process is shaped by role expectations yet varies with 
role behavior. As Mead said, the individual (self) is not a separate, autonomous entity, but 
is a product of interaction (Burkitt, 1991:1-3) and is constructed of the materials of social 
relations. Nye and Berardo (1973:20) credited Cooley (1902) with the idea that personal 
traits "emerge from learning from others" and their reactions to oneself. Thus, by taking and 
playing roles we come to understand (1) others, and what they expect of us (our roles), and 
(2) ourselves, and what we expect of others (their roles). Linton (1936) said that we see and 
evaluate ourselves (self-esteem) in terms of the role expectations (looking-glass self). Each 
role brings out different aspects/behaviors of the self; therefore, whether a core self exists, 
per James and Mead, or only feelings and behaviors (Brim, as cited in Nye & Berardo: 392-
393), self-consistency depends upon the roles being compatible. 
Mead talked about an impulsive I and a socialized Me. However, no actual division 
of the self endures, because the conscious self alternates between them; the I, as agent, 
acts, or role-taking, imagines an act; then it becomes the Me, as the reflective self, 
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evaluates; then it becomes the I; and so on (Markova, 1987:68,70-72). Lovie (1982:100) 
stressed that this is a dialectic process involving both internal and external interaction; Stone 
and Farberman (1981:2-10) analyzed this interaction as a symbolic and empathetic 
exchange. Similarly, the "self, like the I, is a conscious, inner unity that has experiences—a 
subject. Whereas the "person" is a human being with a social identity (like the Me)—an 
object. Many recent sources credit neither Cooley nor Mead for the idea that self and mind 
are social and linguistic constructs. 
Using the reflexive self, a critical self-awareness, we reconstruct ourselves selecting 
the cultural and power resources available to us, integrating our individual goals with 
institutional goals (Taylor, 1999:150-152). For Faris (1952: 160-161), "The function of the 
self is to keep harmony between the activities of the person and the demands of the social 
organizations in which he participates." Within the context of the social structure, self and 
self-esteem are constructed by flexible social processes: role-play, imitation, empathy, 
consistency, and identification. 
Summary 
To adapt and cope, one must be able to define one's own situation. Therefore, as 
people interact, perceptions are organized, evaluations and learned meanings are 
assembled, things are compared, roles are taken, perspectives adopted, and behaviors are 
the result (Hewitt, 1976, 1979, 1991; Stidwell, 1984). If self is not seen as a positive part of 
this reality, survival is in doubt. 
Self-esteem and Other Key Variables 
Self-concept and self-esteem are linked conceptually to the looking-glass self, 
emotional support, role models, identity, control, role conflict, achievement, and background 
variables. 
Looking-glass self 
The first process of self-esteem is the looking-glass self process (Franks & Marolla, 
1976), which includes emotional responses. 
Emotional support 
It has been shown that acceptance by others and their reflection of ones' feelings 
(empathy) enhances self-esteem. Although an emotional support person consistently 
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expresses empathy, the relationship may vary by gender. While too little connectedness 
limits access to support by others, too much connectedness limits one's autonomy, and 
females typically are more connected (Owens, 1995:168-169,154). Support aids learning, 
and the affective is the mind's door to the cognitive (Van Ness, 1995). Connectedness 
involves meeting role expectations. 
Role models 
If one can identify with someone who has achieved a desirable status (role model) 
that goal may seem within reach (second process of esteem). Since self-esteem is related 
to early socialization, modeling (Joshi, 1969) can influence abilities and roles, said Meltzoff 
(1990:146). Because role models provide self-definition (identity), according to Jackson and 
Bosma, 1990:4), identification with a role model is usually a positive, esteem-building 
experience. 
This raises the question whether people ever compare themselves unfavorably with 
role models? Children, whose verbal skills are still relatively low, do not seem inferior, 
because their skills meet their needs (Flavell, 1968:215-216). Similarly, unless non-
accepting parents (teachers, etc.) have taught them otherwise, students will not dwell on 
how they don't measure up. Rather, they will identify with the role model, realizing that 
implies more skills must be learned. Thus, who is seen as a role model depends more on 
the student's ascribed status (identity = age, gender, ethnicity) than achieved status (identity 
= expertise). Therefore, identity must be examined as a variable. 
Identity 
Identity based on present social status, such as "student," and based on status 
aspired to, such as "social worker," influences self-esteem. Identity involves reciprocal 
rights and obligations (role expectations) with other statuses, such as "teacher." Therefore, 
identity may be seen from different perspectives depending upon whether one takes the role 
of the self or the other. Identity differs from self-concept, which is expressed by the 
adjectives by which one describes self e.g., "capable," "shy." Within the person, identity and 
self-concept overlap, because certain adjectives, which specify characteristics (self-
concept), are linked to certain nouns, which name the statuses (identity). For example, 
ideally, a student (identity) is persistent (self-concept). 
The process of identification means gradually incorporating parts of another person 
or group, wanting to be like them (have the same identity), and share their values, according 
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to the American Psychological Association (APA, 1981:18-21). In the child, identification 
has two functions: (1) feeling of connectedness to the person (parent) or group and their 
values, and (2) having independence (from parent). With identification, one knows how the 
other may react without them being present, and one can punish or praise themselves 
internally. Two factors determine whether one will identify with another, especially a parent: 
(1) the other's power status in the group, that is, the urge to be like the person who has 
control; and (2) the acceptance by others, shown by expressions of approval and warmth. 
When a powerful parental figure models non-aggressive, loving correction by induction of 
consequences, it promotes (APA:20-21) similar behavior, security, and self-esteem in the 
child. A positive model may be in the media; for example, because the response to a film 
can be identification with the protagonist (Maccoby & Wilson, 1957). 
Interactionist principles of identity were derived by Schwartz and Stryker (1970:2), as 
follows: 
(1) persons seek to create and maintain stable, coherent identities; (2) 
persons prefer to evaluate their identities positively; (3) identities serve to 
motivate behavior; (4) identities develop in the process of social interaction; 
(5) behavior is a function of a role-making process; and (6) identities are 
stabilized by commitments. 
Terms like "create" and "commitment" suggest that one chooses an identity from the options 
perceived as available. However, many statuses, like gender, are ascribed (Shepard, 
1990:78) or assigned, not chosen, especially in early life. Identity is linked to self-esteem 
beginning in childhood and continuing through life. A child identifies with the parent, and 
their self-images are inter-reflected (looking-glass self), according to Nye (1958/1973:71-73). 
Especially from adolescence on, commitments solidify identity, according to Bourne 
(1978:234) as quoted by Jackson and Bosma (1990:4): "By my commitments I shall know 
myself and be known to others." (All that is needed to update dissonance theory is to add 
commitment, said Beauvois and Joule, 1996:141.) Self-esteem rests on the evaluation of 
behavior in relation to commitments, directly and by attribution to others. Some 
achievement factors were also examined. 
Aspirations and commitments 
Identity includes statuses aspired to as well as those occupied, but commitment to 
the aspiration is the key to motivation. One may have many "aspirations" in his or her self-
awareness, but only those backed by commitments are truly part of one's identity. Needs 
and commitments, then, help shape motives and influence achievements. They can create 
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or resolve role conflicts as well, in terms of deciding which competing role expectations to 
meet and which to neglect. 
Role conflict 
Student identity may be problematic because of role conflict, which is difficulty 
meeting the role expectations for all of one's statuses, as follows. 
Gender. Women students may encounter role conflicts in meeting their needs. 
Traditionally, finding a "suitable" mate took precedence over education for many college 
women, for example. However, as gender roles become more equal, sex may become a 
less significant variable. Male nursing students also face role conflicts. 
Age. Nontraditional age students usually juggle multiple roles, such as spouse, 
parent, and worker. 
Ethnicity. Minority students may face conflicting expectations about appropriate job 
statuses for themselves. 
Other. Religion and class are additional identity factors which may create role 
conflict. 
Interaction of statuses. Different identity statuses may interact to create role 
conflict. For example, age and gender may contradict for the wife whose husband retires, 
while her household roles continue unabated. 
Control and achievement 
Student self-esteem is linked to achievement-related factors: actualization, locus of 
control, control of resources, and achievement. Actualization, or realizing one's full potential 
(Maslow), implies high self-esteem. Development of interests and goals, including college 
achievement, therefore would enhance self-esteem. Also, a coherent sense of self is 
prerequisite to actualization (Christian, 1998:123), because to reach one's full potential 
means focusing only on certain potentials. 
Locus of control (Meznek, 1987), defined as the perception of having an effect on the 
external world, enhances self-esteem (by the achievement process). Internal control or 
initiative is a vital aspect of human development (Jackson & Bosma, 1990:11) and 
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actualization. Good self-esteem is encouraged when the effect on the world is consistent 
with personal values and socially acceptable ends. Otherwise, manipulation is a 
manifestation of narcissism or a pathologically overvalued self, according to Freud 
(Sugarman, 1987:27-28). Thus, locus of control may be examined for its effect as an 
independent variable in relation to self-esteem. 
Control of needed resources is a form of internal locus of control (over external 
events). Academic needs are part of the academic adjustment construct in the present 
research; support factors help students find resources that meet needs, boost feelings of 
control, and, presumably, of esteem. 
Motivation is a factor in achievement and therefore may affect self-esteem, 
especially for students who stake their identity on such success (James, 1925/1953:143-
144). However, if I am motivated only if I believe I am capable (self-esteem), motivation is 
the dependent variable. Thus, a self-fulfilling cycle ensues: academic achievement 
enhances self-esteem, which encourages further aspirations, which may lead to additional 
achievements, and so on. 
Background variables 
Demographic variables, such as age, gender, social class, religion, and ethnicity, 
interact with one another in terms of identity and role models to affect self-concept. Other 
background factors, such as family variables, including emotional support, may affect the 
development of the self, and self-esteem. This occurs in the socialization of the child as he 
or she interacts with significant others. The process continues throughout life, both in 
primary relationships and in less intimate secondary relationships. It carries the looking-
glass self into roles, "masks," "names," racial slurs, labels, stigmas, stereotypes, identities, 
and ex-identities (Blumstein; Ebaugh; Njeri; Snow & Anderson; all authors cited in O'Brien & 
Kollock, 1997:172-173). Demographic variables, such as age, gender, social class, religion, 
and ethnicity, interact with one another in terms of identity to affect one's self-concept. 
Summary 
From an interactionist viewpoint, the looking-glass self (how I see myself based on 
how I think others see me) will be affected by my perceived relationships. These include 
social links to a support person, a role model, an identity, aspirations, and the resources by 
which one may control his or her environment. The literature on the problems of self-esteem 
is reviewed next. 
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Problems of Self-esteem 
The child who is loved and cherished usually grows up with good self-esteem, and 
problems of self-esteem arise primarily because a child is not accepted for who he or she is. 
However, self-esteem can be improved later by developing healthy relationships. 
Good self-esteem 
Healthy self-esteem is essential to the healthy individual. Accepting Mead's "social 
origins of personality," Sullivan, in Coopersmith's (1967:32-34) words, believed that the 
"individual is continually guarding himself against a loss of self-esteem." The California Task 
Force to Promote Self-Esteem (1990, cited in Erickson, 1994:94), found that "The family is 
the most crucial ingredient in nurturing or neglecting a child's self-esteem." Therefore, 
children are vulnerable to the implied threat of withdrawal of love by their caregivers (Adler, 
1927/1954:40-43), as confirmed by May (1969, cited in Samuels, 1977:55). Good 
foundational esteem develops when parents accept the child, but do not accept 
misbehavior. Otherwise, self-alienation develops. Parenthetically, Gergen (1971a:37) 
criticized this "global or fixed" idea of self-esteem, saying the conception of self varies with 
the situation and even within situations. 
Weak self-esteem 
Weak or low self-esteem can indicate self-alienation or loss of esteem. 
Self-alienation 
Self-alienation, either overt or covert, occurs when parents do not respect who the 
child is (McMartin, 1995:113-116), and the child "will wish to be other than who he is" 
(Rubin, 1975:20-21). Overt self-alienation is so severe that continued existence of the self 
is at stake (Rogers, 1961). Rubin (1975), Rogers (1980:166-179) and McMartin (1995:113-
116) documented cases of self-hatred in adults, stemming from lack of parental acceptance. 
Covert self-alienation is more subtle. Often a façade of secondary esteem masks 
damaged foundational esteem. A false, "as if self (Saussy, 1991:78), displays exaggerated 
self-esteem that substitutes for low foundational esteem. A child who controls care-givers 
as he or she threatens, cajoles, or whines is at risk, because true self-esteem requires 
correction of weaknesses as well as acknowledgment of strengths. Unconditional praise of 
the child, without regard to performance, induces narcissism, because achievement is 
necessary to substantiate the looking-glass self. Another form of very high self-regard that 
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overlooks weaknesses might be called naive self-esteem, which is not tested through 
experience. Similarly, one may substitute status, or rank/wealth, for esteem, according to 
Veblen (as cited in Calhoun, 1976:433-434). Alienation from intimacy is also a problem, 
because one who has not been loved cannot love, and one who cannot love cannot have 
self-esteem. 
Loss of esteem 
Kemper (1984:108-109) discussed social relations and emotion, including our 
feelings when we are found wanting. When there is a momentary lapse of competence or 
social legitimacy in our behavior we are embarrassed. If the lapse is more serious or 
prolonged, the result is shame. When we feel we should be punished for overstepping, that 
is guilt. Aggression may be employed to end a humiliating situation (Bandura, 1973:163) 
and restore self-esteem (Felson, 1978, as cited in Howard & Hollander, 1997:131), but, 
culturally, male identity is much more likely to be aggression-based than female (Howard & 
Hollander, 1997:132). 
Student status and self-esteem 
The image of the student varies in historical context. The alienated student 
exemplifies times of domestic social unrest (Horowitz, 1971), such as the 1960s, and the 
conformist student exemplifies more stable times (Murray, 1960), such as the 1950s. The 
student of the 1990s (when the present research was carried out) typically was career-
oriented and conformist. In the early 2000s, the wave of patriotism in the U.S. in reaction to 
international terrorism probably reinforces conformity. The conformist probably has higher 
self-esteem than the alienated student. However, even one who is alienated might find 
meaning by becoming involved in a protest movement. 
Community college students, usually living and studying as integrated members of 
their home community, likely will not be alienated. However, exceptions (Chapter 1) may 
be: (1) students who wanted a more prestigious institution, and (2) students who are 
academically marginal, especially given that two-year colleges are stereotyped as "easy." 
Thus, student self-esteem cannot be understood apart from James' assumption that 
individuals each identify with, or "back themselves," with different statuses and roles. This 
may suggest ways that weak self-esteem might be bolstered. 
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Strengthening and maintaining self-esteem 
Self-esteem may be improved by reinforcing the foundation with healthy 
relationships, especially valued ones that meet one's social needs. Others may have high 
expectations, yet provide the support needed for one to meet them (Greenspan & Benderly, 
1997:266). A supportive environment tends to create a positive looking-glass self, which 
allows the false-self to be discarded, and strengthens self-esteem. However, self-deception 
may be useful in situations pertaining to confidence, leadership, loyalty, and romantic love 
(Martin, 1985:6-8), because others may accept that which may be doubted only if the 
leader/lover believes. 
Resilience is the key to maintaining self-esteem. Stress resistance depends on three 
characteristics—internal control, challenge, and commitment—according to Joseph 
(1994:30-2). Internal locus of control implies having an effect on environment—the second 
process of esteem. To be challenged is to see both the positive aspects of a crisis and the 
possibilities for overcoming the negative. To lack a challenge is to face defeat, stagnation 
and deterioration of self-esteem. Commitment is the ability to follow through to achieve 
meaningful goals that one has set. 
To receive emotional support within a group is vital in a crisis, as in overcoming 
addiction. For example, people who were raised in dysfunctional families may become 
addicted to negativism, or "negaholics," who cause problems at work, said Carter-Scott 
(1991:71). However, she found (72) that support from employee development and 
assistance programs can help them address their problems and become effective 
employees. Anecdotally, Bradshaw (1990:275-276), an alcoholic, began to regain his 
authentic self in a twelve-step program: "I saw myself in the eyes of my fellow wounded 
human beings." He (1990:255-256) spoke of recovering his inner-child, but Steinem 
(1992:322-323) would also have us nurture each person that we have been or have wanted 
to be, and to listen: "What brings together these ever-shifting selves of infinite reactions and 
turnings is this: there is always one true inner voice. Trust it." 
Vorrath and Brendtro (1974) recommended positive peer culture (PRC) to deal with 
behavioral problems in youth, which tend to stem from low self-image. Such a peer group 
provides for support and behavioral change by reinforcing only constructive behavior; it 
values caring, holds hurting in disrepute, and builds positive self-concept. Lack of support in 
socialization into later life can also damage self-esteem when lowered expectations become 
self-fulfilling in retirement. A national survey (Goliszek, 1987:133) revealed a negative view 
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of aging that "causes older individuals to doubt their own worth and to perceive aging 
through the eyes of younger people." This is a role-reversal of parent-child relations as a 
basis for low self-esteem. 
Another way to boost self-esteem is to go beyond it to actualization—fulfilling one's 
own potentials and empowering others to meet their own potentials. A paradoxical result of 
supporting people, rather than controlling them, is more control of one's own life! People 
stagnate as a result of unmet childhood needs, according to Maslow (Hoffman, 1988:166); 
however, self-actualized persons "have met their needs without compromising their very 
self!" (Rogers, 1961). 
The existential elements of self-esteem form a whole (integral self): 
1. Joy in accepting one's inner child (primary esteem); 
2. Awareness of one's objective traits (true self); 
3. Feelings about how these traits compare with an ideal self (secondary esteem); 
4. These true feelings about authentic self are authentic self-esteem; but 
5. If an unacceptable part of the self is masked by a false self, any good self feelings 
are false-esteem. 
Interactionism can fit into this framework because: (1) the source of the joy is parental 
(significant other) acceptance; (2) others' responses can help one to see himself or herself 
(looking-glass self); (3) the ideal self can be equated with the generalized other; and (4) the 
true self may be restored with empathy, reshaping the looking-glass self. 
Summary 
Primary self-esteem is based on the self-acceptance established when the child finds 
acceptance from caregivers. Secondary esteem in the adult is built on that foundation. 
Problems of self-esteem stem from lack of acceptance, lack of achievement, or 
unconditional praise, without regard to performance. Secondary esteem may be false when 
it denies low self-esteem, resulting in a false front or narcissism. Low and distorted self-
esteem may be repaired with healthy relationships, but this is usually painful and difficult. 
Criticisms and Defense of Self-esteem 
There are four criticisms for self-esteem: conceptual, cultural, conformist, and 
postmodern. However, self-esteem also has defenders. 
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Conceptual 
One conceptual criticism, that self-esteem is simply an aspect of mood and not a 
thing in itself, is stated by John P. Hewitt in The Myth of Self-Esteem (1998). He saw self-
esteem not as an attribute of the self, but rather as an interpretation of mood in relation to 
self. Similarly, self-esteem may be synonymous with life satisfaction and positive affect 
(Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1998), with optimism (Cozzarelli, 1993), and, by implication, with 
extraversion (Schwarzer, 1994); all sources as cited by Lindley (2001:1). This is not a valid 
criticism, because self-esteem is a construct derived from a series of self-reports. Self-
esteem is correlated with positive affect (Brown & Button, 1995, cited in Lindley 2001:1), but 
it is not necessarily synonymous with it. In addition to their other qualities, including their 
looking-glass aspects, but these reports also have come through a mood filter. The mood 
perspective complements other viewpoints, including the looking-glass self (Bern, 1970:50-
51), and helps to explain why perceived social evaluations often differ from the actual 
evaluations and why self-image tends to be stable in spite of responses that contradict it. 
Another conceptual criticism is that self-esteem is too often understood in 
reductionist terms. Thus, it is broken down into its constituent parts and the causal forces 
identified so it can be quantified. However, critics assert that self-esteem is a holistic, 
meaning-laden phenomenon that can only be understood qualitatively. This perspective is 
represented by Jackson (1984). 
Cultural 
Hewitt (1998) criticized U.S. culture as obsessed with looking-glass self-esteem 
instead of accomplishments. The root cause is a shift in the society's emphasis on 
individualism, which leads to an historical and cultural split (Hewitt, 1998:129-131). 
Although more individualistic than the European tradition itself, traditional European-
American society retained strong social ties and used the vocabulary of self-respect, pride, 
and shame. However, contemporary American society is even more individualistic and 
impulsive, and uses the vocabulary of self-esteem, happiness, and sadness. The cultural 
split separates the two processes of esteem. Liberal subculture emphasizes the looking-
glass esteem (social recognition) of inherently worthy individuals who need to acknowledge 
this worth within themselves. Conservative subculture stresses achievements as the basis 
for self-esteem. A person may become emotionally divided by these contrary forces (Burkitt, 
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1991:1). Coping strategies must shift from pessimism to optimism to promote authentic self-
esteem (Frydenberg, 1999:24), or one may become a "victim" to justify failure. 
These two views of self-esteem may be integrated: to feel good about oneself, one 
must take action toward one's goals; when one acts to do this, it confirms one's faith in 
themselves and brings approval from others—a self-fulfilling prophecy. However, one who 
follows the myth of individuality, and, seeking to become self-actualized later in life, discards 
the bonds of culture and community, is bound to fail. However, one may succeed in 
mentoring younger generations in the context of culture and community, according to Kotre 
(1984). 
Anecdotally, Hewitt (1989:53-54) also criticized the way American sociology modified 
Mead's concept of self to include the socialized, conformist Me, but not the independent I. 
Conformist 
Existentially, self-esteem as usually understood is a contradiction, because the fully 
socialized "person," who meets all of society's demands, is incomplete, like a robot. 
Therefore, any good self-feelings in the conformist individual are part of a false-self. Gecas 
and Schwalbe (1983) criticized the looking-glass self ("subjective public esteem") as passive 
and conformist, relying on others' opinions, real or imagined, for self-knowledge. This 
"oversocialized" interpretation is ironic because, as an interactionist, Cooley emphasized the 
creativity of individuals, said Shepard, 1990:137. This argument can be taken to another 
level by linking schizophrenia to the oversocialized self (Samuels, 1977). However, "normal" 
describes most of us: a "half-crazed creature, more or less adjusted to a mad world" (Laing, 
as cited in Samuels:55). That world has become a postmodern one. 
Postmodern 
It may be argued that in an option's unlimited post-modern world, the self tends to 
disappear. As the individual manipulates his or her images to fit the immediate situation, the 
idea of a core self with stable values becomes less and less meaningful (Gecas, 1994:149). 
All that is left is the image of the moment and the relationships to others. However, without 
commitments the relationships are also transitory (Gecas: 149). Taking this interpretation a 
step further, if there is no coherent self, no consistency, no stable relationships, then the 
concept of self-esteem becomes meaningless. The looking-glass image is as transient as 
the relationships; competence is as transitory as the roles performed; and there is no 
context in which to judge inherent worthiness. Both capitalism and communism, Burkitt 
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(1991:213-216) argued, have unleashed social, economic, and political forces that 
overwhelm and alienate individuals. Another option in a postmodern society is to defend 
self-esteem. 
Defense 
In contrast to explanations that minimize the individual, Von Bertalanffy (1971) 
suggested that we understand people social systems in terms of symbols, as in symbolic 
interactionism. Humans are symbol making and using beings who purposefully construct 
meaning. We are not rats in the laboratory—entirely subject to forces beyond their control— 
although mass culture is often portrayed that way. Rather, within in a larger context of 
meaning, we must construct meaningful roles for, and positive, coherent images of, 
ourselves. Paradoxically, we seek to change ourselves, yet remain the same (Feldenkrais, 
1985:239) to avoid alienation from ourselves. Thus, having a sense of self-worth within a 
meaningful context is vital (Snow & Anderson, 1992:343). 
Results of Empirical Research 
Empirical research confirms that self-esteem is linked to several other variables, and 
it is both (Lauer & Handel, 1977:204) a dependent and an independent variable. 
Self-esteem process variables 
There are two processes of self-esteem (Franks & Marolla, 1976): looking-glass self-
esteem and achievement esteem. Each process has been examined in classic studies. 
Looking-glass process 
Social psychological research supports the idea that the looking-glass self is a 
foundation for the self and self-esteem. The first classic research, by Miyamoto and 
Dornbusch (1956:399-403, as cited in Shibutani, 1987:240), tested the looking-glass 
concept with 10 experimental groups of approximately 20 people each. Persons were rated 
on four characteristics (intelligence, self-confidence, physical attractiveness, and likeability). 
They rated: (a) themselves, (b) each member of their group, (c) estimates of how members 
of their group would rate them, and (d) estimates of how people generally would rate them. 
The results of this research (Shibutani, 1987:240) on looking-glass influences were: 
[T]he average ratings of a person by others (b) as well as the average ratings 
imputed to others (c) were high for those with high self-ratings (a).... 
[Hjowever... the ratings imputed to others (c) were closer to the self-ratings 
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(a) than the actual ratings by the others (b). Another finding was that the 
general ratings (d) approximated the self-ratings (a) more than the ratings 
imputed to the experimental group. Although the measuring instruments are 
crude ... the findings consistently support Mead's theory. 
These results suggest that role-taking (Mead) and the looking-glass self (Cooley) are 
inherent in self-esteem. Likewise, an individual whose emotions have been stimulated 
chemically will use the responses of others to the same alleged situation to interpret his or 
her responses, according to experimental evidence (Bern, 1970:50-51). 
Achievement process 
Self-esteem also involves perceptions of achievement. The other classic study, by 
Brislow (1962:464-476), empirically confirmed the second process of self-esteem, 
achievement. Freshmen in arts and sciences at the University of Pennsylvania in 1958 
were studied to determine the relationships among self-esteem, motivation, and 
achievement. The findings (p < 05) were that self-evaluation in itself did not predict 
academic success, but that it can be either an independent variable or a dependent 
variable, depending on the circumstances. Brislow (474) concluded that: 
Regardless of whether academic achievement was a main goal, 
1. Students who underachieve scholastically cannot be distinguished from 
those who achieve scholastically on the basis of general self-evaluation 
prior to or subsequent to their first semester in college. 
2. Students who underachieve scholastically have a poorer conception of 
themselves as students than do achievers subsequent to their scholastic 
performance. 
However, only when academic achievement is a main goal, 
3. Underachieves have a more pessimistic conception of themselves as 
students than do achievers prior to their actual scholastic performance. 
4. Where the student has a good conception of himself as a student, and 
where he does achieve scholastically, his general self-evaluation 
becomes more favorable from pre- to post-semester assessments. 
Having discovered a complex link between self-esteem and academic achievement, the 
literature was further examined for evidence on self-esteem as a dependent variable. 
Self-esteem as a dependent variable 
Research confirms that self-esteem is a dependent variable in relation to: looking-
glass self, emotional support, role models, identity, locus of control, and college adjustment 
and achievement. In shaping self-esteem, these variables are mediated by four processes 
(Brockner 1988:130-156): comparison to an ideal, modeling, reflected appraisal, and role 
playing or role behavior. 
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Looking-glass self 
Self-image is linked to how one thinks others see them—the looking-glass self. For 
instance, ratings of an individual's personal traits that were imputed to others were closer to 
the self-ratings than the actual ratings by others, as shown by Miyamoto and Dornbusch 
(1956). Quarantelli and Cooper (1966) found that the same was true of self-ratings by 
dental students and the ratings imputed to teachers. However, the relationship between self 
and others is not static. For example, Shibutani (1987:235-236) found that the extent to 
which ideas of self are confirmed by others is variable. Concerning the reliability of self-
ratings versus other-ratings, F. H. Allport (1924:129, citing G. W. Allport and citing 
Hollingsworth) cautioned that self-ratings are not as reliable as other-ratings; the deviation of 
a self-rating from the average of a group of judges is generally greater than the deviation 
among the judges. 
The influence of self-appraisals is enhanced by (Stidwell, 1984:11): appraiser's 
credibility, number and consistency of the appraisals, agreement between appraisals and 
self-views, and degree of personalization of the appraisals. Closeness (personalization) 
determines whether it is a significant, or generalized, other relationship. 
The foregoing literature has demonstrated the influence of the generalized other on 
the looking-glass self, such as imputations to "people generally" (Miyamoto & Dornbusch, 
1956), or to "instructors" (Quarantelli & Cooper, 1966). In addition, actual evaluations by 
others, such as an "interviewer" (Holstein, Goldstein, & Benn, 1971) or "experts" (Videbeck, 
1960), influence self-adequacy and affect, especially if the content being rated is relevant. 
Individuals see significant others' responses as a clear reflection of their selves: "... 
we want to be esteemed most by those we esteem most highly," said Wurster (1961, as 
cited in Horrocks & Jackson, 1972:88). The identity, evaluations, and acceptance offered by 
significant others were directly correlated with the self-assessments that follow (Horrocks & 
Jackson, 1972:88). For example, children's self-concept and math ability were closer to 
their parents' beliefs about them than to their past performances (Goodnow, 1981:97). 
However, Stidwell (1984:19-20) found inconsistent results in research on couples. She cited 
Edwards and Klockars (1981), who found that subjects' self-concepts closely matched 
perceptions of how they would be described by spouses. Conversely, Stidwell (1984:20) 
also cited Schafer et al. (1976), who did not find support among couples for the looking-
glass basis of self-concept. Thus, marital conflict may color evaluations, even in intimate 
relationships. In general, Lundgren and Schwab (1974, cited in Stidwell, 1984:21) found 
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that college students viewed themselves less favorably than they thought close (significant) 
others did, but more favorably than they thought distant (generalized) others did. 
Significant and generalized other influences overlap, depending on values, identities, 
reference groups, and the quality of the interaction. Positive interactions are a key to 
general, social, and personal self-esteem (Battle, 1990:180-181); these may provide 
looking-glass feedback. 
Social and emotional support 
Esteem is also affected by emotional support. Social support is important in a variety 
of contexts, including family, school, and work (House, 1981). "Social support is believed to 
protect, or buffer, people against the effects of stress through mediating mechanisms such 
as: increasing self-esteem...." said Krebs (2000), citing Wills and Shinar. 
Evidence that emotional support affects self-esteem includes direct, indirect, and 
gender effects. A direct effect is how support enhances both self-esteem and social 
expectations, as illustrated by Serey and Verderber (1996): One student said to her 
instructor, "You're the first person in my life who has ever made me feel like I was worth 
anything." Similarly, group counseling enhances open social exchange which provides 
(supportive) feedback (Battle, 1990:181). In addition, outside encouragement (emotional 
support) of female Hispanic community college students (and a good academic self-
concept) fostered their academic success (Borras-Lopez, 1991). Conversely, lack of 
support or negative support (abuse) is linked to lowered self-esteem and negative social 
expectations (Bowker, 1983). In middle school children, family support correlates highest 
with general self-esteem, teacher support correlates with academic self-concept, and family, 
teacher, and peer support all correlate with ability self-concept. All three influences 
contribute to the formation of general self-esteem (Oosterwegel & Oppenheimer, 1993:10). 
Indirect effects of emotional support enhance self-esteem through relationships, 
identity, psychological health, or actualization (Maslow, 1954). Gender is a factor through 
traditional gender roles (changing but still relevant), and emotional support is expected more 
from females than from males, who are seen more in leader roles. 
Role models 
There is research that supports the link between self-esteem and role models, 
including direct and gender effects. A direct effect was that role models predicted self-
efficacy (Diaz, 1994). A gender effect was that the highest self-esteem was among 
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returning students who were older females with traditional (woman as nurturer) role-models 
(D'Acunto, 1985). The variables in these studies were aspects of identity. 
Identity 
There is research that supports the link between self-esteem and identity. Much 
evidence is indirect, relating more to consistency of self-concept than to self-esteem per se. 
Phenomenology stresses the importance of a coherent, consistent self-concept for self-
esteem (Satir, 1976). The more one identifies with another, the more the consistency 
principle applies, not only to self-perceptions, but also to perceptions about the other (and 
the looking-glass self). People are attracted to, interact with, and are influenced by those 
with similarities (real and perceived) to themselves. Thus, it is rewarding to have the 
approval of those perceived as similar. However, identification is not always automatic, 
because perceptions (including self-esteem) are influenced by choices: whom one chooses 
to identify with and respond to and how. Choice implies internal locus of control. 
Locus of control 
The perception of internal control (influencing the external world) raises esteem 
(Coopersmith, 1990:4; Gecas & Schwalbe, 1983), provided the expectations are realistic 
(Battle, 1990:180). Power on the job correlated with higher self-esteem (Kanter, 1977, as 
cited in Shepard, 1993:137). Internal locus of control correlated significantly with self-
concept (self-esteem) among college students, but only for males (Mar-Brennan, 1981). 
Training older workers enhanced their self-esteem (Gleich, 1988). However, remedial 
classes produced only non-significant improvements in the self-concepts of nontraditional-
age college students (Arnold, 1980). 
Psychological health is correlated with the ability to resolve crises, learn from 
choices, and experience meaning (Taylor, 1980). A connection with self-esteem is implied, 
through its second process, achievement; and self-confidence is one aspect of a perception 
of control. In the context of student achievement, confidence is an element of "self-efficacy" 
(Chacko, 1989:31; Shepard, 1993:137), which is closely related to self-esteem. There is 
research that supports self-esteem as a dependent variable in relation to success and 
adjustment. Perhaps due to dissonance, when one is offered an option, accepting a self-
disparaging role lowered self-esteem after the role-play, compared with those with no option 
(Wicklund & Ekert, 1992:102-103). Brislow (1962) has established a link between good self-
esteem and college achievement, which may be considered an example of internal locus of 
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control. The data showed that students have a poorer image of themselves as students 
after a poor academic performance their first semester. 
Brislow (1962) has shown that general self-evaluation rose among those who were 
academically motivated and saw themselves as good students after they achieved 
academic success. The self-esteem of returning college women grew as feelings of power 
and competence came with new knowledge (Karen, 1990). Similar findings came from 
Coopersmith (1990:4), and Gecas and Schwalbe (1983). Background variables were also 
examined. 
Background variables 
There is research that supports the link between self-esteem and background 
variables, including family, education, and demographic factors. 
Family. Family variables affect self-esteem, because family members are significant 
others, who are important in shaping one's identity. Positive childhood socialization and 
support enhances the self-esteem of college students. Westley and Epstein (1969:36-40) 
found that stable, supportive, and complementary parental roles benefited the students' 
emotional health. Ideally, the two-parent family offers advantages like mutual spousal 
support, role models of both sexes, and an adult relationship model (James & Mott, 
1988:375). Factors that may affect self-esteem are single parenting, disruption, abuse, 
alcoholism/addiction, etc. 
The social and emotional effects of single-parent (Garfinkel & McLanahan, 1986) and 
disrupted families on the self-esteem of children are often negative. James and Mott 
(1988:377) report that "Separation caused by parent's employment might lead to feelings of 
insecurity, loneliness, and despair in children." In situations such as divorce, the family tries 
to preserve what is left of itself (James & Mott, 1988:376). However, a child who is not 
allowed to grieve the loss may take the blame, causing low self-esteem and family 
dysfunction later in life. 
Adult students are also affected by family disruption or becoming single parents in 
the families that they have formed. Emotional hardship and role losses often affect the non-
traditional student, including alienating circumstances and losses such as separation, 
divorce, abuse, layoffs, firings, illness, or disability. Such losses may trigger defense 
mechanisms in an effort to maintain one's self-concept (James & Mott, 1988:375-377). 
However, self-esteem may benefit from seeing life experiences, positive or negative, as 
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examples of the concepts being learned in college. Anecdotally, the present author has 
often found this benefit among college students he taught. Similarly, Costa (1983) found 
that the "academic nature of life experiences" interacting with other variables was a factor in 
college achievement. 
Abuse occurs typically within the family context and can do severe damage to 
self-esteem, whether the abuse is emotional, sexual, physical, or neglectful. Typically, 
abusive relationships reflect traditional gender roles e.g., powerful males and powerless 
females. Steinem (1992:123) suggested that women with low self-esteem become the 
targets of abusers, who have false-esteem. However, the evidence is ambiguous and 
contradictory, according to Gelles and Cornell (1990:73). Submissive personalities found 
among battered women are probably due to the abuse, say Gelles and Harrop (1989, as 
cited in Gelles & Cornell:74). Bowker (1983:7), citing several studies, reported on the 
extreme emotional damage to women due to physical spousal abuse. The present 
researcher has seen the damaged self-esteem of students who describe the negative 
factors that have shaped their lives both before and after enrolling in college. 
Households in which wife-beating occurs are also often those in which physical 
abuse of children occurs (Bowker, 1983:7). Battered children have various deficits (Straus, 
Gelles, & Steinmetz (1988:123-125), including poor self-concept, withdrawal, tantrums, lack 
of trust, and unhappiness. These children see themselves as "ugly, stupid, inept, clumsy, or 
somehow defective." Later in life, these subjects had lower self-esteem (p <.01 ) when they 
had felt less cared for by their parents (Deaton, 1990) or when they had been subjected to 
child maltreatment (Cook, 1995). Both researchers reported that perceptions of supportive 
relationships were damaged. Anecdotally, the present researcher has found this to be true 
of community college students. No demographic factor predicts abuse more than its 
intergenerational tendency (James & Mott, 1988:373-74), and low self-esteem is critical to 
the destructive circle. 
However, not all results concerning abuse are consistent. Although previous 
research showed that both physical and sexual abuse lowers self-esteem, a study of 
runaway adolescents did not reveal a link between abuse and lowered self-esteem (Welsh, 
Archambault, Janus, & Brown, 1995:91-92). However, Welsh et al. did find that students 
still in high school had higher esteem than runaways. Horsfall (1994, as cited in Jukes, 
1999:57-58), refused to regard abusers as victims; they must be confronted to break 
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through their denial and take responsibility for their actions. If they stop abusing their 
esteem will rise, she contended. 
In discussing the alcoholic (addict) family, Deutsch (1982:55-57) was also describing 
the dysfunctional family, where children adjust to family stress and denial by imitating 
unhealthy role models (James & Mott, 1988:377). Enlisting children in a family cover-up 
limits their development by socializing them into rigid, reactive roles. They grow up too fast 
because of role reversal as the child takes charge and the parent becomes dependent, 
according to James and Mott (377). Lacking trust (Hecht, 1973, as cited in James & Mott) 
as adults, they continue to play these roles, which have merged with self (Deutsch, 
1982:57). For example, a child kidnapped by a parent may have a lifelong lack of trust 
(Abrahms, 1983). 
Other factors that strain a family may include a chronically ill or disabled member 
(James & Mott, 1988:375-76) who drains the family's emotional energy. As in other types of 
dysfunctional families, children may be excessively solicitous or resentful. As in the 
addictive family, an older child may also take charge. 
The low self-esteem of abusers includes a vulnerability that may lead to a violent 
response to a slight, real or imagined, that another person might ignore (Gelles & Cornell, 
1990:72-73). However, Horsfall (1994, as cited in Jukes, 1999:56-57), contended that, 
while low self-esteem does begin in childhood, it is exacerbated by the anti-social behavior 
(abuse) itself. 
Thus, college students will be affected by family difficulties: either due to childhood 
experiences or as adults attempting to cope in families of their own. Educational variables 
themselves were also examined. 
Educational. Educational factors can be important as independent variables in the 
self-evaluation of students. Meznek (1987) found that, although factors affecting attrition 
varied in full-time versus part-time students, self-esteem was the common element. 
Because two-year students exhibit different interests, goals, and abilities than four-year 
students, forcing traditional four-year models onto them may damage their development and 
self-esteem (O'Banion & Thurston, 1972:32-34). 
Examining the college experience, an independent variable, Pascarella and 
Terenzini (1991) studied the effects of college on self-esteem. Generally, the transition from 
high school to college tends to reduce social and academic self-esteem, but self-esteem 
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tends to increase consistently in the college years (174-175). Most of the studies were of 
college men, but Bachman, O'Malley, and Johnston (1978) and Wylie (1979) found similar 
results with women. Students' "academic and social self-images" were enhanced by 
"involvement in the formal and informal social systems" at college, said Pascarella and 
Terenzinni (1991:192-194). Intellectual and interpersonal self-esteem are enhanced by 
college attendance, with variations by gender, major, program (honors, etc.), and type of 
college, including degree of selectivity. 
There was a smaller increase in interpersonal self-esteem at two-year colleges, 
commuter colleges, and to some extent public colleges (Astin, 1977:32-47,67-71). Later, 
Astin (1993:55-56) combined interpersonal and academic items (1977:33) to form a broader 
intellectual self-esteem construct. Effects of institutional type on this measure of esteem 
were minimal when peer group and faculty traits were controlled (Astin, 1993:363). 
Demographic. Demographic variables were also examined. Some variables that 
influenced self-esteem were: identity: age, gender, social class, religion, and ethnic group. 
Age. Age is a variable in the life of the community college, in the lives of its students, 
and in their self-concepts. An example is the trend (see Chapter 1) toward nontraditional 
community college students, who are older and often studying part-time. Age also affects 
motives and needs. Adult continuing education students (Seger, 1989) had different fears 
and motives than younger college students. Lloyd found that age interacts with other 
variables to affect needs-dependent variables (possibly linked to self-esteem), such as 
career development. 
Age affects self-concept. In older people self-concept stability and consistency tend 
to be based on previous roles (Atchley, 1977:79-80). The same principle can be used to 
improve non-traditional students' self-images. They may begin to regard their former 
statuses, roles, and experiences, even unpleasant ones, as assets rather than liabilities if 
they can see those events as examples of concepts they have learned in college. Thus, the 
reality of experience and its value for self-worth depend on interpretation, not just on the 
event itself, a key tenet of symbolic interactionism. 
Gender. Another demographic variable that may affect self-esteem is gender, 
because of differences in socialization and rewards. We, especially in Western culture, tend 
to associate both self-identity and other-identity with gender (Howard & Hollander, 1977:12-
13). Research results concerning gender and self-esteem tend to be consistent with 
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interactionist theory, as discussed in this literature review. For example, in males, self-
esteem is derived from autonomy and perceived peer responses, but in females, it derives 
from perceived authority figure responses, dependence, and expressiveness, according to 
Lundgren and Schwab (1974, cited in Stidwell, 1984:22). 
Self-esteem is linked to marriage, according to studies cited in Stidwell (1984:22-23). 
A woman's self-esteem may depend on successful marriage (Glenn, 1975) when she has a 
lot of herself is invested in that union, reported Macke et al. (1979). However, gender roles 
can diminish feelings of competence when social rewards go to her only as "Mrs." (Macke et 
al.; Bernard, 1972). This is less common as marital relationships shift from rigid, traditional 
sex roles to equality and personhood (Bernard, 1972:230-234). 
Adolescent females tend to base their self-esteem more on the responses of others 
and connectedness, whereas males tend to base it on competency and autonomy. The 
difference continues to some degree in adulthood, where men's (Owens, 1995:152-154) 
sense of self is more separate from others. Although he did not examine self-esteem as 
such, Taylor's research (1980:v-vi) found that women were usually more self-actualized in 
late adolescence than men, but by age 30 men typically had reached a higher level of self-
actualization than women. 
Discrimination based on gender also damages self-esteem, because it limits 
aspirations and achievements (Sadker & Sadler, 1994). During the last third of the 20th 
century, there was an increased awareness of discrimination directed against girls. 
However, the problems of boys have begun to be highlighted (U.S. Congress, 1999), and 
the special attention given to girls, including in schools, to correct past inequities has been 
called "reverse discrimination." 
Ethnicity. The literature was examined to determine whether ethnicity influences 
self-esteem. Ration's (1981:202)"review of research found mixed results: 
Rosenberg and Simmons (1971), Weinberg (1970), and Hirsch and Costello 
(1970) all point to the negative self-concepts and low aspirations of the Black 
child. However, Dales and Keller (1972), Jacobs (1974), and Massey (1975) 
found that the self-concepts of Blacks are equal to or higher than those of 
whites. Hare (1979) found that Black females showed a trend toward higher 
school self-esteem than did Black males, and that they had a significantly 
higher self-concept of ability than did the Black male. He also found that 
Black males scored higher than did Black females on the nonacademic 
dimensions of the importance of social abilities and peer self-esteem. 
Analyzing these results, Rosenberg and Simmons (1971) found that, in spite of 
racism and ethnic prejudice, self-esteem is not affected by race or ethnicity in themselves. 
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Rosenfield and Stephan (1981:280) found that preschool black children evaluate blacks 
negatively but not older children. Perhaps ethnicity is an intervening variable between self-
esteem and an independent variable, such as child-raising methods, or perhaps sacred 
versus secular worldview. 
Religion. Another demographic variable that relates to identity and to self-esteem is 
religion. Rosenberg (in Coopersmith, 1967:35-36) finds that Jews are likely to be higher in 
self-esteem than Protestants or Catholics. Identity factors, such as class and religion, are 
linked to the child's self-esteem through close parental relationships, especially with the 
father. One's relationships within the reference group, such as the ethnic neighborhood, 
may also affect self-esteem more than that group's "rank" in society, said Coopersmith (84-
87). 
Social class. Schulz (1972:158, citing Kohn, 1970:76 ) summarized "significant 
differences in self-attitude" according to social class (socioeconomic status): 
Higher-class men were comparatively high on self-confidence, low on self-
depreciation, considered themselves accountable for their actions, were 
comparatively less anxious, and saw themselves as generally holding 
independent ideas. 
Although research corroborates the pervasive effects of socioeconomic variables, 
effects related to self-esteem are not entirely consistent. Some studies provide negative 
results. Among undergraduate women, O'Connor (1990) found no difference by class 
background in ambivalence about college, feelings of alienation, or feelings of competence, 
an aspect of self-esteem. Nor was there any difference by class background in whether 
these women had mentors or role models (which may be related to self-esteem). 
At the same time, positive results are also found. For example, O'Connor (1990) 
found that women with working class (vs. middle class) backgrounds were less at ease with 
college peers and with their own families, but not in their interaction with faculty. In other 
research, differences in self-concept, on certain sub-scales of the Tennessee Self-concept 
Scale (TSCS), did exist between the sample of "disadvantaged adult students" and the 
TSCS norm group (Wingate, 1979). A longitudinal study by Silbereisen and Noak 
(1990:126-127) revealed, in the context of an intimate partnership, that the self-esteem of 
youths was affected by a discrepancy in perceived prospects. Hollingshead and Redich 
(1958) found links between social class and mental illness, interpreting them using ego 
development as an intervening variable, not self-esteem. 
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Generally, class is directly correlated with SES, especially occupational level. 
Veblen (1899) agreed, but his "leisure class" is a partial exception: more prestige for doing 
less. Qualitatively, in popular culture, class, education, occupation, social mobility, and the 
"American Dream," are linked to self-concept across the generations. This link is 
documented by Sennett and Cobb (1973:186-187), as follows. "If you don't have them 
degrees, they're gonna treat you like you was nothing," says a garbage collector to his 
children. "I say to Sheila," an electrician remarks, "you do that homework, or you'll wind up 
in the same boat like me...." A longshoreman says, "But my kids is going to be different;" in 
the same context, another man reflects, "If I hadn't quit school to make a fast buck, I 
wouldn't be where I am today." Even those with some college, but with the wrong 
background, may feel stuck in a near entry-level job (Sennett & Cobb: 185-186). 
Finally, demographic variables may interact in regard to self-esteem. The effects of 
age, gender, ethnicity, religion, or social class may be selectively interrelated. 
Summary 
Empirical evidence revealed a link between several independent variables and self-
esteem as the dependent variable. On the other hand, self-esteem may also be examined 
as an independent variable. 
Self-esteem as an independent variable 
Self-esteem may also be examined an independent variable. Although the present 
study examines self-esteem as a dependent variable, research confirms that it is also an 
independent variable. 
Self-esteem as a possible cause 
Some of the variables (in the hypotheses) reflect experiences that may have had an 
effect on self-esteem, for example, past abuse lowering it. However, since self-esteem is an 
evaluation of perceptions of the self (self-concept), it also influences the memory and 
evaluation of perceptions. Therefore, as a cause, one who has low self-esteem is more 
likely to remember past hurts and to interpret them as abuse. This logic is paradoxical as 
one takes the blame for what was done to him or her as a child: "I deserved it because I'm a 
rotten, incompetent person!" The abuser often delivers that message by projection of his or 
her own guilt. Thus, self-esteem may be a causal factor influencing some of the other 
variables (perceptions). 
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Plasticity hypothesis 
Individuals with higher self-esteem are more confident and therefore are more likely 
to follow their own ideas, whereas those with lower self-esteem are more influenced by 
external forces. This is the plasticity hypothesis, which was defined by Brockner (1988:46-
47,82), who cited Korman (1966, 1969), Weiss and Knight (1980), and others. Other 
sources for the hypothesis are cited in Marlowe and Gergen (1969:600-601). 
Consistency and enhancement of self-concept 
A review by Oosterwegel and Oppenheimer (1993:15-16) cited the following points: 
(1) Those with low self-esteem tend not to behave in a way that directly enhances self-
concept, but indirect self-enhancement does occur (Brown, Collins, & Schmidt, 1988); (2) 
low self-esteem responds more to negative feedback, whereas high self-esteem responds to 
credible positive feedback (Schlenker, Weigold, & Hallam, 1990); and (3) responses to 
cognitive feedback were more consistent, but responses to affective feedback were more 
self-esteem enhancing. 
Looking-glass self and intimacy 
Self-esteem may be seen as an independent variable in relation to the looking-glass 
self. Miyamoto and Dornbusch (1956) found that ratings imputed to others were closer to 
self-ratings than the actual ratings by others. This suggested that an underlying core of self-
esteem is reflected in the looking-glass self, including emotional interpretation of the 
responses of others. The most important responses are the intimate ones. Therefore, the 
main barrier to intimacy is low self-esteem (Steinem, 1992:259). Because intimacy is at the 
core of emotional support, lack of intimacy may foster low self-esteem, which can be a 
vicious circle. One form of identity may be based on intimacy. 
Identity 
Self-esteem is an independent variable in relation to identity. In addition to self-
esteem's effect on one's identification with an intimate relationship, self-esteem may also 
affect identification with an abstract category. The identity of mature women students 
shifted more when self-esteem scores were lower, according to Caracelli (1988). Sex-role 
orientation of women between 30 and 55 was influenced (p <01) by two components of 
competence: locus of control and self-esteem (Feldman, 1980). This may affect the degree 
of identification with a category, such as "successful women" and a role model that 
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represents such women. Role models interacting with self-esteem affected the career 
aspirations of college women (Hackett, 1989). 
Locus of control and academic achievement 
Self-efficacy, which is closely related to self-esteem, is an element of agency, the 
human capacity to act as a free agent, according to Bandura, 1992, or to have an internal 
locus of control. Judge, Erez, and Bono (1998, as cited in Lindley, 2001:1) reported that 
self-esteem, locus of control, self-efficacy, and emotional stability are correlated with one 
another. Shibutani (1961:214) also noted that "... acts are inhibited or facilitated on the 
basis of self-images." Accordingly, the intentions that can be put into action, include those 
pertaining to academic achievement. 
Research shows that self-esteem can influence academic adjustment and success. 
Davidson (1960, cited in Johnson, 1982:22) found that the more positive children's 
perception of their teachers' feelings toward them (looking-glass self) the higher their 
academic performance. Colon (1980) found self-esteem to be significantly correlated 
(p =.05) with "effective academic functioning." Self-esteem was the only factor in community 
college attrition that was common to both full-time and part-time students (Meznek, 1987). 
In addition, in a study of acculturation in college students of Mexican origin, self-esteem was 
the only variable found to affect achievement (Sanchez, 1986). 
Likewise, positive results were found with certain dimensions of self-esteem. Brislow 
(1962) found that academic self-esteem affects academic achievement when it is a main 
goal, but general self-evaluation (self-esteem) did not have the same effect. Mar-Brennan 
(1981) found that, among male community college students, performance self-esteem 
(interacting with role-models) predicted "career salience," educational aspirations, and 
nontraditional (by gender) career choices. Borras-Lopez (1991) found that, among female 
Hispanic community college students, academic self-concept (with outside encouragement) 
significantly predicted GPA, but not retention. However, perceived task-completion ability 
did predict retention. 
Nevertheless, the findings on self-esteem as an independent variable are not entirely 
consistent, because some findings were negative. For black university students in "special 
admit" status (West, 1983) the correlation between self-esteem and grade point average 
was quite tow. Similarly, Martel and Richman (1985) found no significant relationship 
between self-concept and academic persistence. 
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Some positive results were more indirect. Variables that are closely related to self-
esteem affect academic success, adjustment, or confidence, for example. Confidence, 
which may be considered an element of self-esteem, was a precursor of motivation for adult 
students (Viechnicki, 1990). The self-esteem promotion group had 83% graduate from high 
school, but the control group had only 50% graduate (Dusa, as cited in Canfield, 1993:46). 
(The interventions themselves may have been the independent variable or perhaps they 
interacted with self-esteem.) Pre-secondary children who believed they were good at math 
performed better than peers at the same ability level, because high self-efficacy enhances 
motivation (Grain, 2000:202-203). 
Level of self-esteem has a nonlinear effect on coping because its influence follows a 
U-shaped curve. In adolescents, Tyszkowa (1990:201) found that low and high self-esteem 
both result in negative, defensive coping responses. Low self-esteem leads to 
submissiveness and giving up, and high self-esteem to hostility and disorganization. One 
may recall that narcissism masks low self-esteem. In contrast, moderate self-esteem 
tended to produce positive coping responses: stress resistance and effective task, and 
interpersonal, behaviors. Cognitive disorganization, Tyszkowa indicated, contributes to poor 
coping under stress. If the affective leads into the cognitive (Greenspan, 1995), then self-
worth may be a prerequisite to cognitive development. Very high self-esteem also produces 
cognitive dissonance when high levels of performance are not reached (Tyszkowa). 
Career-related choices, perceptions, and behaviors 
Self-esteem affects the choices of a career, the perceptions of ability to succeed 
therein, and the actions that result in success or failure. As the plasticity hypothesis would 
suggest, people with high self-esteem are more likely to choose careers based on internal 
factors, e.g., need for job fulfillment and perceived abilities, whereas those with low self-
esteem are more subject to external influences, according to Brockner (1988:46). 
Concerning perceptions, Brockner s own research (1988:16-17,47, citing Korman, 
1966,1967, 1969) found that university undergraduates' and MBA students' perceptions as 
to whether they have the abilities needed to succeed in their chosen field vary directly with 
self-esteem (SE): 
1. High SEs believe that their chosen career is likely to satisfy their desires to 
a greater extent than do low SEs. 
2. High SEs believe that they possess more of the ability that is important for 
them to have in order to succeed. 
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3. There is a weaker, though typically still significant, relationship between 
self-esteem and perceived possession of the ability of lesser importance. 
Finally, self-esteem affects attitudes and behaviors of employees as it interacts with factors 
such as attributions, employment status, failure, feedback, leader behavior and values, peer 
group, rewards, role ambiguity and conflict, and socialization (Brockner, 1988:27-47,81-
83,150). 
Relationships among the independent variables 
Empirical data revealed that, not only do the independent variables affect self-
esteem, but they also affect one another: looking-glass self, emotional support, role models, 
identity, and college adjustment and achievement. 
Peers 
The concept of peers is related to many other variables. For example, Astin 
(1993:363) determined that the most dramatic effect of college on students was that the 
peer group affected all aspects of student development: affective, behavioral, cognitive, and 
psychological. Peer support is an important aspect of the overall support of college 
students. 
Support 
Several studies linked positive college choices and outcomes to different forms of 
support: peer support, feeling connected, encouragement, emotional support, and academic 
support. This is true: (1) in the success of displaced homemakers in nontraditional jobs (Far 
West Laboratory, 1983); (2) in women's decisions to return to college (Karen, 1990); (3) in 
increased retention and GPA of high-risk, nontraditional community college students 
(Borras-Lopez, 1991; Morgareidge, 1988); and (4) marginally in the persistence (Blanchfield, 
1991) of first-year nursing students; and in skill deficiencies corrected and control gained in 
the college setting, according to Serey and Verderber (1991). 
Role models 
There are links between role models and other key variables. Role models facilitate 
positive college decisions, behavior, and performance, including: female university students 
meeting their needs (Franck, 1982); displaced homemakers in nontraditional occupations 
overcoming barriers (Far West Laboratory, 1983); non-traditional students being retained 
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(Lydiard, 1984), and at-risk freshmen graduating (Lee, 1984). Selecting from available 
options, through commitments one identifies with chosen role models and expectations 
(Jackson & Bosma, 1990:4). 
Identity 
Identity, that is, statuses occupied or aspired to are composed of many variables, 
such as gender and age, which may interact among themselves and with other variables. 
One type of such interaction is role conflict. For example, women students in mid-life have 
both more strain and more gratification in their multiple roles than those who remain 
housewives (Gerson, 1985). In spite of role conflicts, nontraditional students, often female, 
typically are the academic leaders, perhaps due to their commitment to their studies. Family 
and work roles may conflict, even among traditional-aged students who often have multiple 
roles. 
Achievement 
Several variables are related to academic achievement, including motive, 
socioeconomic status, and adjustment to college, including persistence. 
Motive. A critical factor in success is motive, which varies in relation to identity 
factors, such as age and class. For example, the motives and fears of adult continuing-
education college students were compared by age (Seger, 1989). Younger students wanted 
to prepare for a career and to expand their social worlds, but feared the stresses of college. 
Older students wanted to deal with life transitions and to experience personal growth, but, 
being in multiple roles, feared failure. 
Socioeconomic status (SES). SES affects academic motivation and the decision 
to attend college. Recent high school graduates of higher SES typically choose college 
rather than the work force, but McClellan (1990) found no correlation between older 
students returning to college and variables like sex and educational and SES background. 
Older returning students reflect a mixture of class backgrounds: those of the middle class 
who, as youths, had resisted the pressure toward college and those of the working-class 
who, as youths, had yielded to pressure to go to work or had not seen college as an option 
for them. Similar background differences also may exist as to gender roles. 
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College adjustment. College adjustment and achievement are linked to many 
personal and social factors, including resources. Turning motivation into achievement 
requires persistence and control of the necessary resources. For example, needs of adult 
(nontraditional age) college students are related to identity and achievement. Adult students 
may need specific services, such as child-care and peer support groups (Claus, 1986) or 
academic planning for married students (Lloyd, 1990). Similarly, several interacting 
variables (age, gender, income level, number of children at home, and credit hours) affect 
(Lloyd) needs-dependent variables (career development, educational planning, association 
with others, and life skills development). 
Perspectives on needs vary depending in part on whether one is the provider or 
recipient. College staff see adult students as in need of more assistance than the students 
themselves see, and the discrepancy is greatest for the lesser needs (Norton, 1985). By 
comparison, children who were very stressed by their parents' divorce responded positively 
to formal social support in a school setting, but those who were coping well with the divorce 
saw such "support" as a sign of dysfunction (Owens, 1995:254-255). This difference 
probably reflects students' need to feel in control, whether they are children or adults. 
Integration is an important variable affecting full-time persistence (Meznek, 1987; 
Vandett, 1985). Perceptions of the chances of dropping out are positively correlated with 
actually dropping out, but two-year college students are least realistic about these chances 
(Astin, 1975:40-43). Academic and social integration reduce attrition, according to Tinto's 
theory and as confirmed by research on a variety of students: part-time, full-time, at-risk, 
low-risk, two-year, four-year, traditional and non-traditional (Meznek, 1987; Morgareidge, 
1988; Sain, 1991). Commitment, self-esteem, consistency, and academic and emotional 
support are aspects of integration. Specific factors that reduced attrition fall into three 
categories: background, institutional, and personal. Relevant background variables are: 
self-esteem, socioeconomic status, high school grades, parental aspirations, gender-linked 
attitudes, and existing emotional support. Institutional support and integration, including 
faculty involvement, peer support, tutoring, mentoring, academic advisement, and 
encouragement potentially affect self-esteem. 
Academic persistence also depends on personal factors involving choices: goal 
commitment, certainty of major, commitment to the institution, seeking peer 
support/tutor/mentor, hours of employment, locus of control, and gender-linked attitudes, 
and self-esteem. Selective institutions control retention before the fact by recruiting 
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students with favorable backgrounds. However, to retain students with a variety of 
backgrounds, especially at-risk students, one must focus on the present: faculty 
involvement, advising, commitment to a goal, including a major, emotional support, and peer 
contact, including tutoring and mentoring (Morgareidge, 1988; Sain, 1991). Although 
persistence does not guarantee academic success, it is a prerequisite to success. 
Achievement is a complex result of many factors, including effort, choices, 
persistence, identity, and esteem—part of a self-fulfilling prophecy. In the case of academic 
achievement, initial success predicts later success. For example, Costa (1983) found that 
first-semester grade point average (GPA) was the best single predictor of college 
achievement (cumulative GPA and persistence). Initial GPA combined with gender and the 
academic nature of life experiences was an even better set of predictor variables. Initial 
success, or a "capable student" identity, enhances esteem, which may help to maintain 
academic performance. 
Summary 
The literature provides empirical evidence that: (a) self-esteem is an independent 
variable; (b) self-esteem is also a dependent variable; and (c) the independent variables that 
influence self-esteem are interrelated with one another as well as with self-esteem. 
Models and Measures of the Variables 
Models and measures of self-esteem were also examined. The literature revealed 
models of self-esteem, as well as measures of it and the other key variables. 
Theoretical approaches 
Models and measures of self-esteem may be understood in relation to interactionism 
and phenomenology. 
Interactionist 
Ideally, an instrument that measures self-esteem would operationalize both: (1) the 
looking-glass, and (2) the achievement processes. One, Osgood's (1957) measure, invokes 
the looking-glass: "As a student, my teachers think I am...." An instrument might measure: 
the response, "people are usually friendly to me;" a looking-glass interpretation, "people 
think I am likeable;" and the looking-glass self "I am a likeable person.") Two, James 
(1925/1953:145) conceptualized the achievement process of self-esteem as a quotient; 
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successes (achievements) are the numerator, and pretensions (expectations) are the 
denominator. 
Phenomenologist 
One can view his or her becoming a person as a process rather than as a 
comparison or a conclusion. Phenomenologically, one may look at self-perceptions as 
things in themselves, rather than in relation to the perceptions of others, or a fixed ideal or 
goal, or an effect upon the environment. However, because self-concept is a construct that 
is seen to affect the life of the child and ultimately of the adult, Harter (1990:318) argued the 
need to be explicit about our models of self-concept so we can observe them and their 
implications directly and confirm them or not. 
Models of self-esteem 
Models of self-esteem may be quantitative or qualitative. 
Quantitative 
The quantitative model operationalizes the esteem concept on a numerical scale. 
There are four such models of self-concept based on the number of, and relationships 
among, its dimensions as a construct, according to Harter (1990:294-296): Unidimensional, 
multidimensional, combined, and integrated. 
Unidimensional. The unidimensional model is represented by both the 
Coopersmith (1967) model and the original Piers-Harris (1969) model (revised 1984). They 
assume that self-concept has one dimension that is assessed by asking children (persons) 
about their sense of self in several contexts, such as (work,) school, friends, and family, and 
giving each equal weighting. Shibutani (1961:235) said that this is a useful 
oversimplification. 
Multidimensional. The multidimensional Self-Perception Profile for Children 
distinguishes five domains: scholastic competence, athletic competence, physical 
appearance, peer social acceptance, and behavioral conduct (Harter, 1990:294-296). 
Harter criticized the unidimensional approach because it "masks important evaluative 
distinctions that children make about their adequacy in different domains of their lives" 
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Combined. This model combines the unidimensional and multidimensional 
approaches and the result is expressed as a numerical value. Rosenberg (as cited in Harter 
1990:295) remarked that children have both an overall sense of self-esteem and a sense of 
adequacy in each of several areas of life. Rosenberg rejected Coopersmith's assumption 
that a general sense of self-esteem is inherently unidimensional. Instead, it is to be seen as 
a complex unconscious formulation that would be difficult to access. Therefore, 
Rosenberg's combined measure asks about different aspects of self-satisfaction (versus 
dissatisfaction) to arrive at a single score—a simple representation of a complex reality. 
Integrated. The integrated model of Harter (1990:295-6), like Rosenberg's, 
emphasizes global assessment, but it is multidimensional. It contains items that 
independently measure how well one likes oneself, and has subscales for specific areas of 
life that depend on the stage of development of the child, adolescent, or adult. 
A variation is the "multifaceted" approach of Marsh, Byrne, and Shavelson (1992:48-
51,67), which is a hierarchical model of self-concept. An overarching general self-esteem 
reflects both academic self-esteem, which subsumes subject areas, and nonacademic self-
esteem, which subsumes physical, emotional, and social aspects. Subcategories, e.g., peer 
self-esteem, are evaluated in terms of role-behaviors; self-concept (description) and self-
esteem (evaluation) are treated as synonymous in practice. The focus is on the facets, 
which are only dimly reflected in general self-esteem. 
Qualitative 
This model sees self-esteem holistically without reducing it to numbers. Jackson 
(1984), applying symbolic interactionism, said self-esteem is a feeling that goes with a set of 
meanings. We each construct our selves, our world and our place in it in terms of a self-
myth, which recounts our struggle, as protagonist hero, to resolve the conflict between 
social and individual forces. Self-esteem does not depend on a final, perfect answer. 
Rather, it is the feeling we derive from building a life with positive meaning. It reflects our 
ability to keep our balance as forces shift (Jackson). 
Measures of the variables 
Measures of the other variables, in addition to self-concept (Wylie, 1974), were also 
examined in the literature. They include self-esteem, emotional support, academic 
adjustment, and academic achievement. 
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Measuring self-esteem 
Self-esteem instruments include: 
1. Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory, Adult Form (1981). This widely-used instrument 
operationalizes the self-esteem variable using 25 objective questions, each with a 
dichotomous response: "Like Me" or "Unlike Me." An abbreviated version of this 
instrument was used in the present research with Likert scale response options. 
2. The Osgood et al. (1964, as cited in Stidwell, 1984:40) instrument used an adjectival 
pair rating scale (e.g., happy 1 2 3 4 5 sad). Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum 
(1971:241-242) also measured self-concept with adjective pairs. Self-concept is 
evaluated in terms of polar concepts: the actual self is compared with the ideal-self 
versus the least-liked self. 
3. To study healthy families, Stidwell (1984) used a self-esteem instrument derived 
from Osgood (1964), Gecas (1971), and Franks and Marolla (1963). Respondents 
placed themselves on the continuum between paired adjectives. 
4. Piers (1984:1) looked at self-perceptions rather than inferring from behaviors or 
other's attributions—a phenomenological approach (Wylie, 1974). The Piers-Harris 
Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers, 1984) evokes the child's response as to "The 
Way I Feel About Myself." A high score reflects a positive evaluation. 
Measuring other variables 
The literature suggests measures that operationalize other variables, such as 
emotional support and role models. 
Emotional support. To measure emotional support, Brown (1986) developed the 
Support Behaviors Inventory (SBI), an instrument based on House's (1981, as cited in 
Blanchfield) ideas. Employing the SBI, Brown studied emotional support among pregnant 
women (1986) and students (1987, cited in Blanchfield, 1991). Blanchfield gave the SBI to 
first-year nursing students; she found that emotional support persons were seen to have 
traits like competence, morality, and stability. A variation of this instrument was used in the 
present research to measure student satisfaction with emotional support person actions. 
Role models. No measures of role models were examined. However, as with 
support, one may ask subjects about their role models, their characteristics, and the ways 
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that they model the roles in question. In particular, the same aspects of character that are of 
interest in emotional support persons also occur in role models. 
Academic adjustment. In the present research, the academic adjustment construct 
was based on academic efficacy in educational research. It was based on prior research 
conducted by Chacko (personal communication, 1988, 1989) in the Nursing Department at 
DMACC-Boone campus. 
Academic achievement. Another key variable of the present research is academic 
achievement. Grade point average (GPA) quantifies academic success and is often 
employed (Costa, 1983; Borras-Lopez, 1991). 
Problems of Self-esteem Research 
Other issues exist in self-esteem research. Four types of research problems 
concerning self-esteem are: Conceptualizing (models), measuring, determining causes, 
determining effects, and developing and delivering interventions (Harter, 1990:321-322). 
Harter (1996:446-447) made five key points about these difficulties: (1) The problems are 
interrelated; (2) The effects of self-esteem on children (and adults) are real; (3) The causal 
arrow goes in both directions, and the other factors in the network of cause and effect must 
be identified and measured; (4) Measures must distinguish between the reliability of the 
instrument and the stability of the construct; and (5) Measures must distinguish between the 
validity of the instrument and the accuracy of the subjects' judgments. 
Summary 
A review of the literature review found self-esteem to be related to social perceptions 
and other variables, including the looking-glass self, emotional support, academic 
adjustment, and academic success. This review focused on the symbolic interactionist 
approach supplemented by other theories, such as phenomenological and developmental. 
Interactionism portrays reality as an ongoing process of defining and redefining the 
situation through interaction. This process includes defining one's self (self-concept) and 
evaluating it (self-esteem). Only by responding to others and taking their roles can one 
understand one's self and one's situation in relation to them. Thus, role-taking is the basis 
for the looking-glass self and for socially constructed reality. In addition, an inner feeling of 
competence may arise from the perceptions of one's effect on the environment. Because 
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others' responses are part of the environment, these two "processes of self-esteem" 
(looking-glass self and competent self) are interrelated. 
The literature on measuring self-esteem revealed four models of the construct: 
Unidimensional, multidimensional, combined, and integrated. Several measures 
representing different models were found, including the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory, 
based on the unidimensional model. The Support Behaviors Index (SBI) was used as a 
measure of emotional support in the present research, and academic adjustment was 
defined in terms of academic efficacy. 
Research studies show self-esteem to be a dependent variable in relation to the key 
variables of the study: emotional support, role models, identity, and academic performance. 
For example, appraisals by those who are close (significant others), such as parent or 
spouse (support persons), generally have the most effect on overall self-esteem. 
Accordingly, appraisals by those who are not close (generalized others) have less influence, 
except where a key aspect of self-image, such as academic esteem, is at stake. For 
example, a grade by a teacher to whom one is not emotionally close, but who is seen as a 
role model, may influence self-esteem. Thus, the parts of self that one identifies with the 
most, and the self-evaluations of these, affect self-esteem the most. 
Self-esteem was found to be a dependent variable in relation to background 
variables: demographic, educational, and familial. This reduces the ambiguity of self-
esteem as a variable, because a background factor is preexisting and logically cannot be 
the dependent variable. 
Self-esteem was also an independent variable, feeding back to other variables, 
including some that affected it. Good relationships improve self-esteem, which, in turn, 
improves relationships—a self-fulfilling cycle. 
Thus, based on the conceptual framework of symbolic interactionism and other 
approaches and on the developing body of research data, an understanding of the self-
esteem of college students at two-year community colleges emerged. This understanding 
centered on how the students perceive themselves in relation to others, especially 
significant others. Figure 1.1 summarizes the main ideas derived from the literature of self-
esteem, especially that self-esteem is both an independent variable and a dependent 
variable. 
73 
Independent Variables (IVs) -» Self-esteem -> Dependent Variables (DVs) 
(SE is DV and the IVs are:) (SE) (SE is the IV, and the DVs are:) 
Role models (RM) 
Is there a RM? 
Is RM perceived as similar? 
Image "reflected" by RM 
-> SE -» Role models (RM) 
Chooses a positive role model? 
See similarities of self to RM? 
Support persons (SP) 
Is there a SP? 
Is SP perceived as similar? 
Image "reflected" by SP. 
-> SE -> Support persons (SP) 
Confides in a support person? 
Sees similarities of self to SP? 
Academic adjustment/success? -> SE —> Sees self as capable of success? 
Locus of control is internal? ->SE-> Sees self as more able to affect events? 
Personal/family background V? ->SE-> How one treats those near him/her? 
Educational variables -» SE -> Educational achievement 
Demographic variables? -> SE -> Achieved statuses (occupation, class, etc.) 
enhanced by good S-E? 
(Ascribed traits, such as gender, age, race, 
etc., are not affected by S-E) 
Figure 1.1. A conceptual map of the independent and dependent variables 
in relation to self-esteem 
74 
CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The primary purpose of this research was to determine the antecedents of self-
esteem perceived by students and, thus, suggest how educators can better facilitate good 
self-esteem. Upon completion of the literature review, the specific methodological steps 
employed were: (a) specification of the variables and constructs; (b) formulation of 
hypotheses that address the research problem; (c) determination of population and sample; 
(d) construction and validation of instrument; (e) collection of data; (f) statistical analysis; 
and (g) interpretation of the results to determine which null hypotheses were rejected. 
Variables 
Self-esteem was the construct that serves as the principal dependent variable; two 
other dependent variables were choice of role model and choice of support person. There 
were 13 constructs which served as primary independent variables and 11 control variables. 
Table 3.1 presents the constructs and the items employed the self-esteem model. A 
complete list of the 161 variables by name and item number is provided in Appendix A. 
The primary independent variables were: perceived role model characteristics, 
support person characteristics, identification with role model, identification with support 
person, student identity, role-model identity, support-person identity, students' ideas of how 
their role models see them (looking-glass esteem), students' ideas of how their support 
persons see them (looking-glass esteem), level of emotional support, quality of emotional 
support, expected academic success, and perceived academic success, including grade 
point average (GPA). The control variables were: dysfunctional/functional family 
background, single-parent/two-parent family, abuse/non-abuse, personal crisis or 
transition/no crisis or transition, socioeconomic status, geographic region, rural/urban 
location, part-time/full-time enrollment, credits earned, hours employed, and hours of study. 
Specifically, the variables were represented by a particular instrument item (see Appendix 
A), and the constructs were represented by two or more items: constructs A-O (see Table 
3.1). 
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Table 3.1. Description of the constructs 
Construct Description Item No. 
A Role model character 26-28 
B Looking-glass self: via role model 29-32 
C Emotional support person's character 46-48 
0 Looking-glass self: via support person 49-52 
E Satisfaction with aspects of support 57-65 
F Self-esteem 66-82 
G Student's character 77-79 
H Academic adjustment 84-92 
1 Academic performance 94-99 
J Discrimination against the student 101-110 
K Socioeconomic status: family of origin 119-123 
L Characteristics of family of origin 125-128 
M Size of community at high-school age 134-135 
N Abuse of the respondent 137-147 
O Stages of enrollment and self-esteem 156-159 
Hypotheses 
The research objectives (Chapter 1 ) were examined in terms of the literature on self-
esteem (Chapter 2). Several hypotheses emerged which are listed in null form, and their 
alternative forms are discussed. 
Null hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were formulated: 
1 A. Whether students have traits similar to those of the student makes no difference in 
the choice of: 
1. Role models: (1A1a) Role-model gender 
( 1A1 b) Role-model age 
(1A1c) Role-model ethnicity 
(1A1d) Role-model character 
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2. Support persons: (1A2a) Support person gender 
(1A2b) Support person age 
(1A2c) Support person ethnicity 
(1A2d) Support person character 
1 B. The students' demographic traits (gender, age, or ethnicity) make no difference in 
their perception of whether they are similar to their: 
1. Role-models 
2. Support persons 
2. It makes no difference in self-esteem whether the student (S) has a: 
A. Role model (RM) 
B. Support person (SP) 
3. It makes no difference in self-esteem whether students identify with, and perceive 
important similarities between themselves and their: 
A. Role models: (3A1) student's relationship to the RM 
(3A2) demographic similarities of S with RM 
(3A3) RM character traits similar to those of S 
(3A4) identifies with RM 
B. Support persons: (3B1) student's relationship to the SP 
(3B2) demographic similarities of S with SP 
(3B3) SP character traits similar to those of S 
(3B4) identifies with SP 
4. It makes no difference in self-esteem how students perceive that they are seen by: 
A. Role models 
B. Support persons 
5. It has no effect on self-esteem how students perceive: 
A. The emotional support they receive 
B. Whether they have been discriminated against. 
6. It has no effect on self-esteem how students: 
A. Have a crisis imposed on them by events. 
B. Experience a life transition 
C. Take the initiative to deal with a crisis. 
D. Enroll by free choice, not being pressured. 
E. See their self-esteem before deciding to enroll. 
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It has no effect on self-esteem how students perceive: 
A. Their academic adjustment. 
B. Their academic achievement. 
It has no effect on self-esteem whether students had: 
A. Abuse in their background. 
B. A dysfunctional family. 
C. Disrupted (or single-parent) family. 
0. A live-in partner. 
E. A number of dependents. 
It has no effect on self-esteem whether students vary by: 
A. Part-time versus full-time enrollment. 
B. Number of credits earned. 
C. Number of hours employed. 
D. Number of hours of study. 
It does not affect self-esteem when students vary by: 
A. Gender 
B. Age 
C. Ethnicity 
D. Socioeconomic status (SES) or social class 
E. Geographic region 
F. Size of community 
It does not affect student self-esteem when role models vary by: 
A. Gender 
B. Age 
C. Ethnicity 
It does not affect student self-esteem when support persons vary by: 
A. Gender 
B. Age 
C. Ethnicity 
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Alternative hypotheses 
Alternative hypotheses were formulated to supplant the null hypotheses that may be 
rejected in hypothesis testing. These hypotheses emerged from the literature on self-
esteem and the author's experiences as a community college teacher. They were stated 
previously in null form for hypothesis testing. However, in alternative form they offer an 
explanation of self-esteem: Hypotheses 1A and 1B concern student identity, and 
hypotheses 2-12 concern self-esteem as a dependent variable. One may recall that the key 
concepts include emotional support (consistently providing empathetic responses), role model 
(individual to whom one looks for appropriate values, attitudes, and behaviors in a situation), 
and looking-glass self (one's idea of oneself based on how one imagines that others see him or 
her). 
The literature indicated that self-esteem is a dependent variable affected by both 
internal factors (such as identity) and external factors, such as the college learning 
environment (Arnold, 1980, Brislow, 1962; Gleich, 1988; Hackett, 1989); Hoehlein, 1985; 
Karen, 1990; Mar-Brennan, 1981; Rosenberg, 1965; Rosenberg & Simmons, 1971; Sadker 
& Sadler, 1994). 
The present research was interested primarily in whether the responses of others, 
actual or imagined, influence self-esteem as a dependent variable. Caution is called for, 
even where statistical results are significant, because correlation does not prove causation. 
Hypotheses 1-3 set the stage for 4. Hypothesis 4, which is based on the looking-glass-self 
concept, states that students' self-esteem reflects their perceptions of how their role models 
and support persons see them. Hypotheses 5-7 deal with factors which affect self-esteem 
and that are part of their lives as college students. Hypotheses 8-12 concern background 
control variables: family, educational, and demographic. 
Role models (Hypotheses 1A-4A) 
These alternative hypothesis concern identity (1A) and perceptions about role 
models as the independent variable and self-esteem as the dependent variable (2A-4A). 
The logic of these proposals rests on the two processes of self-esteem. 
Hypothesis 1A. Students choose role models (dependent variable) with traits similar 
to their own or with whom they have a close relationship (independent variable). To choose 
one is to identify with him or her, and to recognize traits in common. No sources were found 
that compared individual traits with role model traits, but sources concerned with the nature 
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of identity include James (1925/1953), Kristal (1982), Borras-Lopez (1991) and Van Ness 
(1995). Role models provide self-definition (Jackson & Bosma, 1990:4), socialization (Joshi, 
1969), roles (Meltzoff, 1990), and values (APA, 1981). Identity is also linked to self-esteem. 
Hypothesis 2A. Students having role models will increase their self-esteem. The 
existence of the role model initiates the second process of self-esteem—awareness of 
achievement. Acknowledging or "owning" him or her reduces dissonance (Festinger, 1957); 
to identify with that person, an act of faith, makes the goal seem more within reach and even 
anticipates it being met. In addition, identity is solidified with commitments (Bourne, 1978). 
Research ties role models to students meeting their needs, persisting, or succeeding in 
various academic contexts (Far West Laboratory, 1983; Franck, 1982; Lee, 1984; Lydiard, 
1984). 
Hypothesis 3A. Students' perceptions that their role models are similar to them 
increases self-esteem: 3A1, close relationship, such as family; 3A2, demographically similar; 
3A3, character matches that of their respective role models; and 3A4, role model is 
perceived as like them. Such similarities reduce dissonance, especially overt 
identification—"My role model is like me." In addition, similarity suggests that one has 
character traits that lead to success, like the role model has. Schafer, Braito, and Bohlen 
(1976) indicated that perceptions need not be objectively true for them to affect the definition 
of the situation, including self-esteem, as when perceived appraisals affect self-esteem 
more than actual appraisals (Miyamoto & Dornbusch, 1956; Quarantelli & Cooper, 1966; 
Reeder et al., 1960; Thomas et al., 1972). 
Hypothesis 4A. Students' self-esteem reflects their respective perceptions of how 
they might be perceived by their role models. Positive responses by a significant other are 
the basis of a positive looking-glass self assuming that the responses are credible—self 
already exhibits wholeness. Conversely, to choose a role model who was close, a 
significant other, but not supportive, would be contradictory and dissonant. 
For socially distant role models, a response can be imagined (role taking): "How 
would my role model respond to me or to my actions?" The collective judgments of the 
group may also be personified in a role model, and one imagines how a "generalized other" 
might evaluate one. A person selected as a model might be expected to evaluate one 
positively. To imagine a negative evaluation would raise dissonance. Role-taking implies 
that one reflects on one's own performance—the second process of self-esteem. A similar 
rationale applies to support persons. 
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Emotional support (Hypotheses 1B-4B, 5A, and SB) 
These alternative hypotheses treat perceptions of emotional support as a variable 
that reflects identity (1B) and affects self-esteem. Emotional support tends to correlate 
positively with positive student decisions and outcomes (Blanchfield, 1991; Borras-Lopez, 
1991; Brown ,1986, 1987; Franck, 1982; House, 1981; Karen, 1990; Morgareidge, 1988). 
Rogers (1951) was able to link self-esteem with emotional support. Absent, ambiguous, or 
negative support undermines self-esteem through: (1) the looking-glass process, as with 
emotional abuse (Bowker, 1983); or (2) the competence process, as with non-support by 
significant others as a factor in community college attrition (Vandett, 1985). Support can 
empower (if it encourages) or limit (if it fosters dependence). Some of the arguments for the 
alternative role model hypotheses (1A-4A) may apply to support persons (1 B-5B.5A). 
Hypothesis 1B. Students will choose support persons that they identify with due to 
respective shared traits. To identify with one is to encourage a reciprocal identification and 
an empathie response from that person. 
Hypothesis 28 Students having support persons will increase their self-esteem. As 
with role models, to acknowledge the support reduces dissonance. To accept that a person 
"supports me emotionally" implies that he or she believes I am worthwhile—the looking-
glass process of self-esteem. The logic of the achievement process of self-esteem may also 
apply. The support person says, "You see attaining this goal as difficult, and you can do it!" 
Self-esteem may rise in anticipation of the achievement. 
Hypothesis 3B. Students' perceptions that their support person is similar to them 
increases self-esteem: 3B1, Close relationship, such as family; 3B2, demographically 
similar; 3B3, their characters are similar; and 3B4, the support person is perceived as like 
them. Similarities reduce dissonance, especially overt identification: "My support person is 
like me." They increase the likelihood of approval and encouragement by those persons, as 
does actual closeness of the relationship, making the goals seem reachable. They are 
"mirrors" whom students can trust: a parent, a sibling, another relative, a friend, or a teacher. 
Hypothesis 4B. Self-esteem reflects students' perceptions of how their respective 
support persons see them (looking-glass self). Mead explained how the self was influenced 
by perceptions about significant others' judgments; research by Miyamoto and Dombusch 
(1956) confirmed this. Autonomy is also essential (Owens, 1995). 
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Hypothesis 5A. Effective emotional support increases self-esteem. This is the same 
reasoning as in Hypothesis 3B: the actual approval and encouragement makes goals seem 
reachable. 
Hypothesis 5B. Discrimination against students reduces their self-esteem (Sadker & 
Sadler, 1994). Biased actions are seen as negative reflections of, and as negative support 
of, the students. They also hinder achievement; however, the negative effects of bias may 
be blocked by devaluing the negative message or its source. 
Locus of control (Hypotheses 6 and 7). These alternative hypotheses link locus of 
control with self-esteem (Coopersmith, 1990; Franks & Morolla, 1976; Gecas & Schwalbe, 
1988; Kanter, 1977; Mar-Brenan, 1981). 
Hypotheses 6A-E. Locus of control issues as to family and enrollment affect self-
esteem. The perception of being in control, especially acting on it, may enhance self-
esteem. The alternative hypotheses are (6A) a crisis, or (6B) a transition being imposed on 
students (outer locus of control) reduces self-esteem, but (6C) student initiative (inner locus 
of control) in response to a crisis increases self-esteem, (6D) voluntary college enrollment, 
without pressure, or (6E) self-esteem before deciding to enroll increases the students' self-
esteem as they attend college. 
Hypotheses 7A and 7B. Self-esteem is posited as a dependent variable in relation to 
academic adjustment and confidence (7A) and to anticipated (7B1), or perceived (7B2), 
academic success. Self-esteem has been shown to be a dependent variable (Arnold, 1980; 
Gleich, 1988); Hackett, 1989; Hoehlein, 1985; Karen, 1990). Specifically, inner feelings of 
effectiveness have to do with locus of control. Anticipated high grades do as well, and the 
actual grades evidence mastery of the academic environment. Perceptions of actual 
academic success increase student self-esteem (7B). In addition, a grade is the reflected 
judgment of the teacher—a form of looking-glass esteem. 
Hypotheses 8A-E. There were personal or family variables that may influence self-
esteem negatively: 8A, abuse, often within the family; 8B, a dysfunctional family 
background, as a child (8B1) or an adult (8B2); 8C, disrupted (or single-parent) family, as a 
child (8C1), or as the parent (8C2); 8D, having a live-in partner; or 8E, number of 
dependents (8E). If the significant other relationships are negative (8A,B), disrupted (8C), 
ambiguous (8D), or overwhelming (BE), the self reflected by the other may be negative. 
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Hypotheses 9A-D. An alternative hypothesis is that educational variables (in addition 
to hypothesis 7A) enhance self-esteem: full-time enrollment (9A), credits earned (9B), fewer 
hours employed (9C), and more hours of study (9D). The reasons are commitment and 
non-conflicting priorities (9A, C-D), recognition of college achievement or public esteem 
(9B). The negative effect of more hours worked probably occurs above some modest 
threshold, such as 20 work-hours per week. Conversely, the positive effect of more hours of 
study probably holds up to a high threshold, perhaps 45 hours per week, beyond which it is 
a compulsion that indicates low self-esteem. 
Hypothesis 10A-F. Demographic variables may enhance self-esteem, including 
male gender (10A), younger age (10B), majority ethnicity (10C), higher socioeconomic 
status (SES) or social class (10D), nearer geographic region (10E), and larger sized 
community (10F). All the possible roles that students may play, or imagine by role-taking, 
make a complete rationale of the effects of these control variables impossible. Therefore, 
these alternative hypotheses are based on the effects of traditional stereotypes on students: 
male-centered sexism (10A), youth-centered ageism (10B), white-majority-centered racism 
and ethnocentrism (10C), upper-class-centered classism (10D)—of parents (10D1) or 
student (10D2)—regional-provincialism (10E); and urban-anti-provincialism (1 OF). 
(However, the stereotypic rationale for these alternative hypotheses also ignores certain 
arguments or evidence: the influence of feminism, 10A; the advantage of experience over 
youth, 10B; the finding by Rosenberg, 1965, that ethnicity, in itself, does not affect self-
esteem, 10C; the finding by Rosenberg that social class, in itself, does not affect self-
esteem, 100, the bias of urban dwellers against "hicks," which those from a megalopolis 
might direct toward residents of central Iowa, 10E; and, the ethnocentrism of small 
communities and the anti-urban bias in American culture from the colonial era to the 
present, 10F. 
Summary 
Twelve alternative hypotheses, each with multiple parts, considered student's choice 
of role model or support persons, and self-esteem as dependent variables. This study did 
not include self-esteem as an independent variable. 
Population and Sample 
The population for this study was comprised of 553 students who enrolled at the 
Boone Campus of Des Moines Area Community College during the summer semester 1993. 
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The sample size was 261 students: 148 traditional age and 113 non-traditional age. It was 
an opportunity sample selected indirectly by instructors who agreed to participate in the 
study. Each instructor, both part-time and full-time, was asked to administer the 
questionnaire to voluntary participants in at least one of his or her classes. A variety of both 
daytime and evening classes were sampled. Although the sample was not random, one 
demographic criterion suggested that it was representative, both 61% of the sample and 
61% of the population were female. 
Survey Instrument and Data Collection 
The instrument was a survey questionnaire. The questions were developed after 
review of the related literature and were based on sources such as Coopersmith (1975), 
Brown (1987), and Chacko (1990). Items were designed primarily to address the research 
problem and hypotheses of this study. The issues addressed were students' perceptions of 
their self-esteem in relation to: (1) social identity, family identity and function, and personal 
crises; (2) how their emotional support persons may see them; and (3) how their role models 
might see them. 
Human subjects and other approvals 
Permission to use the instrument in a survey was obtained from the Human Subjects 
Committee, Iowa State University (July 15, 1993). Subsequently, permission was obtained 
from Consulting Psychologists Press to use a modified version of the Coopersmith Self-
Esteem Inventory, Adult Form, December 26,1995). Permission to include sample items in 
this research was granted by Mind Garden (2003). Brown (1981,1986,1987) provided 
blanket permission for the use of her Support Behaviors Index (SBI) by others. The SBI was 
the basis for the construct (E) satisfaction with aspects of support. 
Pilot study 
The instrument was pilot-tested on one section of Introductory Sociology at Des 
Moines Area Community College—Boone Campus in June 1993, during the summer term. 
Minor adjustments were made as to question order following the pilot test. 
Instrument reliability 
Cronbach's alpha reliability analysis was performed on the clusters of variables 
identified as constructs to determine reliability of the instrument. The variables in each 
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construct that were reverse coded were recoded to avoid artificially low indications of 
reliability. A standardized alpha score was obtained that indicated the level of internal 
reliability of each construct. 
Instrument validation 
The instrument was analyzed for construct validity. Factor analysis was applied to 
confirm that the variables are defined operationally by coherent clusters of items. Then, 
each item that was part of a construct was weighted using the correlations in the factor 
matrix as factor loadings. Thus, items were weighted in proportion to the how closely they 
were related to that factor. The factor with the highest eigenvalue represented the construct 
in the hypothesis testing. 
Data collection 
Data were collected by asking the students to complete the questionnaire in class 
and return it to the instructor at that time. Subjects were anonymous and confidentiality was 
ensured prior to administration of the questionnaire. Instructors returned the completed 
questionnaires to the researcher, who filed them by class. The responses were loaded on 
to the microcomputer manually using the DOS Edit program, and were stored on floppy 
disks for retrieval and statistical manipulation. Then the data were inputted into the ISU 
HDS mainframe computer, stored, and analyzed as needed. 
Analysis of the Data 
Descriptive and inferential statistics were performed on the data. At the descriptive 
level, the results were compiled by the generation of tables that listed the number of 
responses in each answer category and percentages of the total responses for each 
question. As a part of statistical analysis, the constructs consisting of groups of questions 
intended to represent independent and dependent variables were subjected to factor 
analysis to establish their internal validity. These constructs were examined further for 
reliability using Cronbach's alpha statistic. 
At the inferential level, results were subjected to hypothesis testing. Where 
appropriate, independent variable items were cross-tabulated with dependent variable 
items. The subsequent analysis identified the results that were statistically significant. The 
benchmark of significance (a) was defined as a probability (p) of <05 that the results 
occurred by chance. Results that met this criterion meant that the corresponding null 
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hypotheses were rejected. The corresponding alternative hypotheses were then used to 
describe empirically meaningful relationships among the variables for this sample. 
However, this did not prove causation. These relationships may possibly exist in similar 
populations as well. 
The statistics employed for hypothesis testing depended on whether the variables 
took the form of discrete, nominal categories (nonparametric) or are measured on a 
continuum (parametric). When the data were discrete, a contingency table cross-tabulation 
and a Chi-square test of significance were employed. However, when the data were 
continuous (or nearly so, e.g., a Likert scale), Pearson's product moment correlation was 
used to test for the degree of correlation. The signs of the self-esteem correlations had to 
be reversed in the tables, because the initial items, and many others, of the self-esteem 
instrument were reverse coded. A student's choice of a response coded with a larger 
number indicated lower esteem. Regression analysis was also employed in hypothesis 
testing. 
Historical Reliability of the Data 
One issue to be resolved was whether the data for this research, collected a decade 
ago, in 1993, remained relevant. Did the changes in the student population and its 
collective attitudes which had occurred have a significant impact on student self-
perceptions? DMACC enrollment statistics showed only minor shifts in the summer term 
population between 1993 and 2001 (see Appendix B). For example, the increase in the 
male student population from 31% to 38% may be attributed to the Nursing Department, 
90% female, dropping its summer program and the Engineering Technician program, 90% 
male, being implemented (personal communication with Paula Goldsworth, 2002, secretary 
to Executive Dean of DMACC-Boone Campus). Ethnically, there was little change. In 1993, 
75% of the students were White American, and in 2001, 79% were White. Adjusting for a 
small percentage of White, Non-Hispanic international students, the percentage was virtually 
unchanged. Qualitative and quantitative data were examined to determine whether shifts in 
the student population since 1993 would impact social perceptions and self-perceptions (see 
Appendix B). 
Interviews 
The qualitative data were very limited in scope, and consisted of interviews with two 
college officials: George Silberhom and Kriss Philips. Silberhorn has been a counselor at 
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Boone Campus for 30 years and Associate Dean since 2001. Kriss Philips was Executive 
Dean of Boone Campus for 18 years until his retirement in 2000. The interviews took place 
early in 2002, after Philips' retirement. 
Based on his experience with students, staff, and parents, Silberhorn perceived that 
self-esteem had declined in the last ten years. He assumed that dependency indicates low 
self-esteem, and he perceived that dependency has increased: financial, academic, and 
emotional. Traditional-age students, especially, are more financially dependent on their 
families. In addition, older students, especially those with families, are also vulnerable to 
financial reverses. Silberhorn observed that students are more dependent on academic 
counselors: "Ten years ago a student would typically want help' with deciding on their next 
semester's classes; now many students want me to make out their whole schedule for 
them." In addition, compared with a decade ago, parents or guardians more often inquire 
about how the student is doing, including academically. Silberhorn remarked, "Because of 
the Privacy Act, I have to be careful how I answer, but for the most part students don't seem 
to object to these inquiries. They appreciate the concern, seeing it as a form of emotional 
support." 
According to George Silberhorn, emotional support is important for students' self-
esteem—they need to feel that somebody cares. Besides family members (especially 
parents), faculty, both teachers and coaches, often provide support. In addition to someone 
who cares, students also need someone to look up to for guidance. 
A role model can also be important for students, according to Silberhorn. Sometimes 
they talk about those they model themselves after, and at other times you have to read 
between the lines. Often students look up to their parents; one (or both) of them is a role 
model. In his experience, teachers and coaches usually are not role models, either at the 
high school or college level. There are exceptions, however, especially where the student is 
planning to be a teacher or a coach. In addition, pastors are usually not role models. 
As to the causes of the changes, especially in student dependency, over the last 10 
years, Silberhorn was unsure. However, he thought it probably had to do with changes in 
technology and the economy, especially the uncertainties, which include companies moving 
and employees being laid off. In addition, Silberhorn concluded that, among Boone Campus 
students and their families, there has been a shift back to traditional values: family, respect 
for authority, and education. Perhaps these values make students today seem more 
dependent, thus, open to advice. 
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Kriss W. Philips, former Boone Campus dean, defined self-esteem as, "how one 
feels about one's self." He perceived that self-esteem is based in childhood, and in how the 
child was treated by the parent(s) or caregivers. Environment is mainly responsible for self-
esteem, but biology could be a factor as well. Self-esteem is important for academic 
success or any kind of success, but also, success is important for self-esteem: "If I were 
forced to make a choice, I would say that self-esteem is more important to success than the 
other way around." 
When asked about the self-esteem of Boone Campus students in the year prior to 
his retirement (i.e., 1999-2000 academic year), Philips said he perceived that, in general, it 
was high. His assessment came from encounters with students in the hallway, the lounge, 
and off-campus: "This is based on willingness to talk, being quick to get where they are 
going, a positive attitude and generally being outgoing and extroverted." That is, being 
positive and open indicated self-esteem. "On the other hand, students who were 
involuntarily routed to my office generally displayed low self-esteem as shown by their 
excuses—a long list of reasons why they hadn't succeeded. They did not include 
themselves on that list—it was always someone else's fault." 
When asked about the self-esteem of different categories of students, Philips 
perceived that it was high pretty much across the board, with exceptions that stuck out like a 
sore-thumb. Concerning older (nontraditional-age) versus younger (traditional-age) 
students, Philips perceived younger people had high self-esteem, with rare exceptions. 
However, it was not uncommon for older students to have lower self-esteem, depending on 
the circumstances that brought them to college. Often these were negative, such as being 
laid-off from a long-held job. He could discern no difference between male and female or 
majority and minority in the overall pattern of high self-esteem. 
When asked about changes in student self-esteem, particularly at Boone Campus, 
Philips did not see any important difference. Under most circumstances, 8-10 years is not 
long enough for a major change to occur in people's feelings about themselves. Although a 
younger person might disagree, Philips implied that these perceived by youth are due more 
to maturation of the individual than to changes in social or economic conditions. For 
example, an economic downturn can cause someone who is already low in self-esteem to 
be more so, but someone who is high in self-esteem is likely to be affected only slightly. 
However, one caveat is that Philips doubted that something as deeply personal as 
self-esteem can be measured adequately with "some sort of test." Concerning role models, 
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or those who have succeeded and one wants to emulate, Philips asserted that they are 
important to self-esteem. To get to a goal one usually needs to see the steps that someone 
else has followed to get there, otherwise one does not know what the first step was. 
Therefore, most people, including students, have role models. Usually they are someone 
like a parent or a relative—someone they know well. If the goal is a profession, such as a 
doctor or lawyer, that does not include a person the aspirant knows well, then they may 
adopt a role model that is not well-known personally. They could adopt a famous person as 
a role model, but, in Philips' experience, this is rare. However, it is likely that many students 
have role models of which they are not consciously aware. 
An emotional support person is also important to a person, including a student, 
achieving his or her goals. A person needs someone they can rely on. Philips remarked, 
"Here the biggest problem with our students is, although most seem to have adequate 
support, some are relying on people who are not strong enough to support themselves, 
much less someone else." In summary, regarding self-esteem, Philips did not think role 
models, support persons, or their relationships in general have changed systematically in 
the past decade. 
These interviews illustrate the ambiguities of self-esteem as an operational concept. 
For example, a link to a primary group or to an emotional support person can be seen as an 
indicator of wholeness and self-esteem and assume that the stronger the bond the more 
esteem. However, the relationship may be more complex: beyond a certain optimum 
strength the bond may indicate dependence, as Silberhorn indicated. The "enmeshment," 
loss of autonomy, and resulting loss of self-esteem cause problems, such as anorexia. A 
moderate amount of support, as opposed to excessive or controlling support, would be a 
positive factor in self-esteem. 
Demographics 
The demographic composition of DMACC—Boone Campus students for selected 
terms from 1993 to 2003, including gender, age, and ethnicity is shown in Appendix B, Table 
B-1. Comparative quantitative data were based on Cooperative Institutional Research 
Program (CIRP) surveys of freshmen college students in the United States (see Appendix B, 
Table B-2). The comparison includes two types of institutions: two-year public colleges 
(PCC) and public universities (PU). The CIRP data for two-year students were not available 
for 2000 or 2001, thus the comparison was for 1993 and 1999. Iowa State University (ISU) 
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data were added to provide a local comparison with the national PU data for 2000 and 2001. 
The comparison was based on selected responses (see Appendix B, Table 2B). 
The data showed moderate changes in the demographic patterns of both PCC and 
PU students (Appendix B, Table B-2). In general, these changes were larger in the six-year 
period between 1993 and 1999 than in the two-year period from 1999 to 2001, as would be 
expected. Item a, gender, shows that the ratio of men to women has been stable at both 
PCC and PU over the past nine years, averaging about 53 to 47%, respectively. Item b, 
year student graduated from high school, showed that enrollment of the same year's high 
school graduates increased markedly among PCC students from 83% in 1993 to 90% in 
1999, but only increased marginally for PU students in the same period and from 1999 to 
2001. In addition, from 1999 to 2001 PCC enrollment of graduates from "3 or more years 
ago" declined from 6% to 3%. 
Item c, age of student, showed a decrease which parallels the trend toward 
enrollment in the most recent year of graduation, Item a. Among PCC students the age "20 
or younger" group increased from 89% in 1993 to 96% in 1999, and the "25 or older group 
decreased from 6% to 2% in the same period. However, A National Profile of Community 
Colleges (Fillippe & Patton, 2000:32) showed that from 1993 to 1997 students in PCCs who 
were over 30 increased from 31% to 33% by 1997. In contrast, among PU students, the 
enrollments by age were very stable from 1993 to 2001. 
Item d, racial (or ethnic) background, at PCCs "White/Caucasian" increased from 
76% in 1993 to 88% in 1999 with a corresponding decrease in minority enrollment especially 
among Latinos and African Americans, while American Indian enrollment increased. In 
comparison, the white enrollment decreased at PUs from 84% in 1993 to 77% in 2001 while 
Asian, Latino, and Other increased markedly. 
Item e, high school grade average, showed a trend toward higher grades (As), with 
the number of middle grades (Bs) remaining stable or declining, and the lower grades (Cs or 
less) declining. At PCCs from 1993 to 1999 A grades increased from 14% to 17%, B grades 
remained at 60%, and C or lower grades decreased from 25% to 22%. At PUs, A grades 
increased from 39% in 1993 to 49% in 1999 to 53% in 2001, while B grades declined from 
55% to 47% to 42%, and C or lower grades declined from 7% to 3% and remained at 3%. 
Item f, miles from college to permanent home, showed that at PCCs the number of 
students whose permanent home was 50 miles or less from the college (commuting 
distance) increased from 72% in 1993 to 79% 1999. At PUs, the percentage of students 
90 
from within 50 miles decreased from 28% in 1993, to 27% in 1999, but increased to 32% in 
2001. 
Item g, estimate of parents' total income before taxes, shows that PCC parental 
incomes are markedly lower than those of PUs: the PCC median is $30,000-49,999, 
whereas the PU median is $50,000 or more. For both types of institutions incomes have 
risen steadily; by 1999 at PCCs 49.5% of parental incomes are $50,000 or more. 
Item h, parents' conjugal status, is relatively stable, especially PUs: from 1993 to 
1999 the percentage of parents living with each other (not separated or divorced) increased 
from 74% to 75% and remained quite stable through 2001. At PCCs the increase was from 
63% to 66%. However, the deceased parent category dropped from 8% to 4% at PCC. 
Item i, student's native language, undergoes notable change among PCC students 
from 1993 to 1999, where native English speakers increased from 91% to 97%. However, 
at PUs they remained between 92% and 94% from 1993 to 2001. 
Item j, student self-rating on certain abilities and characteristics, is the most 
important CIRP variable for the present research on self-esteem. About 13 traits were 
examined, but for some years data were available for as few as 10. At PUs, the mean 
percentage of students who self-rated in the top 10% on these traits decreased somewhat, 
from 64% in 1993 to 62% in 1999 to 61% in 2001. At PCCs, the mean increased from 45% 
to 46% from 1993 to 1999. 
As to specific traits, the great majority of the changes were 5% or less. However, 
among PCC students three measurements increased notably between 1993 and 1999: 
academic ability (32-40%), leadership (41-47%), and intellectual self-confidence (40-46%). 
The increases at PUs were 3, 4, and 0 percentage points, respectively. 
Summarizing the CIRP data presented in Tables 3 and 4, gender composition 
remains stable at both types of public institutions. As to other characteristics, between 1993 
and 1999 the community college enrollments generally changed more than the university 
students toward students who: (1) were younger, more recently graduated from high school, 
(2) were white, (3) had higher grades, (4) had permanent homes within 50 miles or less, (5) 
had higher parental incomes, (6) had parents who have remained together, (7) spoke 
English as their native language, and (8) made higher overall self-assessments. 
Although 2000 and 2001 PCC data were not available, a comparison of available 
PCC data with PU data suggests that the changes since 1999 are modest. When 1993-
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1999 PCC and PU percentage changes are similar (regardless of different percentage 
levels) e.g., high school grades, the changes between 1999 and 2001 tend to be modest. 
One may ask what is the root of these demographic changes—for example, toward 
younger, white majority students. The common explanation of community college 
professionals targets employment levels: enrollments rise in a contracting economy and fall 
in an expanding economy. In prosperous times, like the 1990s, when good jobs are 
available, people leave school for employment. When they are laid off they often enroll in 
college. For students over 25 years old and for minorities, who may not have had as many 
employment opportunities, the pressure to leave school for a good job may be greatest. 
Some trends, such as to higher grades, invite conflicting explanations: grade inflation versus 
higher secondary school standards stimulated higher academic performance. 
Although there have been some important changes in enrolling students since 1993, 
including at public community colleges, these are unlikely to affect the basic image of self, 
especially as it reflects one's perceptions of, and one's relationships with others. For 
example, while some aspects of self-assessment changed several percentage points (but 
no more), the overall mean assessment was virtually unchanged. 
In addition to the quantitative CIRP comparison, in 2001 the present researcher did 
qualitative research (interviews) about changes in students of the past decade. Mr. Philips, 
former dean, contended that although shifts in the student population have occurred in the 
past decade they probably have had little impact on student self-esteem. Mr. Silberhorn, 
counselor, found a higher degree of dependency in students, which he felt was linked to 
lower self-esteem. 
It is expected that any shifts that occur will be in how students adapt to a situation 
rather than in the fundamental nature of the self (including self-esteem), of social 
relationships, or of social perceptions. The observed shifts suggest opposite interpretations; 
on one hand, the increased "dependence" that Silberhorn recognized may represent a 
significant loss of esteem; on the other hand, it may be a style of coping and exercising 
control over the world—an option exercised by a whole person of good self-esteem. 
In conclusion, since 1993 there have been changes in the demographic composition 
and the perceptions, including self-perceptions, of public community college students. 
Therefore, some facts about the perceptions of Boone Campus students in 1993 may not fit 
students in 2001. However, this research (based on 1993 data) illuminates the relationship 
of self-esteem to social and academic perceptions in a particular environment. These data 
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add to our knowledge of the social and self-perceptions of students that may be compared 
with data collected in other environments. 
Summary 
A dozen hypotheses were developed based on interactionism and the literature of 
self-esteem. The variables, constructs, population and sample were described. An 
instrument and a plan for collection and analysis of the data were developed. It was 
concluded that the data gathered in 1993 continue to be relevant in this context. The 
analysis of the data is presented in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
The purpose of the study was to determine the relationship between student self-
esteem and student perceptions of others' responses to them and of their academic 
adjustment and achievement. The results are organized into four main subsections: 
Variables, Frequencies, Factor and Reliability Analyses, and Hypothesis Tests. 
The hypothesis tests are divided into subsections according to the demographics 
and the 13 constructs (see Table 3.1): (A) Role model character; (B) Looking-glass self: via 
role model; (C) Emotional support person's character; (D) Looking-glass self: via support 
person; (E) Satisfaction with aspects of support; (F) Self-esteem; (G) Student's character; 
(H) Academic adjustment; (I) Academic performance; (J) Discrimination against the student; 
(K) Socioeconomic status: family of origin; (L) Characteristics of family of origin; (M) Size of 
community at high-school age; (N) Abuse of the respondent; and (O) Stages of enrollment 
and self-esteem. 
After the questionnaire responses were coded and entered into the database, the 
results were compiled and analyzed. The analysis was undertaken in four stages: (1) 
descriptive analysis (frequencies); (2) factor analysis (internal validity); (3) reliability analysis; 
and (4) hypothesis testing. Frequencies were tabulated and factor analysis was performed 
on groups of variables (constructs) to determine internal validity: how these variables were 
actually interrelated. A reliability analysis determined the consistency of results within a 
construct. Each hypothesis was tested separately using Chi-square or Pearson's product-
moment correlation coefficient, depending on whether the data were in discrete, non-
ordered categories or were continuous, respectively. Regression analysis was also 
performed on groups of independent variables. Summary data from the crosstabulations, 
Chi-square analyses, correlations, and regression analyses were used to test hypotheses 2-
12 in the context of the other independent variables. Finally, the hypothesis test results are 
summarized by variable. 
Variables 
Responses fell into 11 categories of variables: one main dependent variable—self-
esteem, and 10 independent variables—demographic, educational, role models, emotional 
support, academic success, discrimination, family background, community background, 
personal background, and college enrollment. Role model traits and support person traits 
are also dependent variables in relation to student traits as independent variables. 
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Frequencies 
There were a total of 261 respondents whose responses were divided into the 
following categories: demographics, education, role model traits, support person traits, self-
esteem, academic achievement and adjustment, family and community traits. Terms such 
as "generally" and "typically" refer to the central tendency of responses as expressed by the 
mode, median, or mean. "Valid percent," or percentages based on non-missing data, are 
used in the analysis unless otherwise indicated. "Missing data" in the tables of frequencies 
pertaining to role models or support persons refer almost exclusively to students who did not 
report having a role model or support person. Summary data for all frequency tables are 
shown in Appendix C. 
Demographics 
The demographic variables included gender, age, ethnicity (Tables 4.1 -4.3), and 
hometown location. More than two-thirds (69%) of the student subjects were female (Table 
4.1). The age range of respondents was 16 to 81 years (Table 4.2). The median age of the 
students was 23 years old. Fifty-six percent were 25 years of age or less whereas 43% 
were over 25. The students identified themselves in six ethnic and racial categories (Table 
4.3). These were combined into three major categories: White, minorities and others. The 
four minority American categories (Asian American, African American, Hispanic American, 
and Native American) comprised altogether 7% of the respondents. Three-fourths indicated 
they were White American (75%), followed by Other (primarily international students) (18%). 
Data on the location of students' homes when they were of high school age indicated over 
half were from "central Iowa" (58%). 
Education 
More than two-thirds (70%) of the students indicated they were currently taking 0-6 
credits for the summer term in 1993. Nearly two-thirds of the students (65%) reported that 
they were usually enrolled full-time. The majority (60%) responded they did not attend 
college some years ago. The majority (67%) were under 20 years old when they previously 
attended college. Nearly half (45%) of these 102 previous attendees, or 46 students (18%), 
reported having dropped out of college. Of those student who dropped out, more than half 
(52%) were under age 20. Most students reported 31-40 (18%) lifetime total credits earned. 
Half of the students planned to complete their associate degree (50%). 
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Table 4.1. Gender of students, role models, and support persons (items 1, 21, & 41) 
Item Respondents Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative frequency Cumulative percent 
1 Students 
Male 81 31.0 31.0 81 31.0 
Female 180 69.0 69.0 261 100.0 
21 Role models 
Male 72 27.6 54.1 72 54.1 
Female 61 23.4 45.9 133 100.0 
Missing 128 49.0 
41 Support persons 
Male 107 41.0 49.5 107 49.5 
Female 109 41.8 50.5 216 100.0 
Missing 45 17.2 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Table 4.2. Age of students, role models, and support persons (items 2, 22, & 42) 
Item Respondents Value Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 
2 Students 
0-14 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
15-19 1 53 20.3 20.3 20.3 
20-24 2 95 36.4 36.6 56.7 
25 and over 3 113 43.3 43.3 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 100.0 
22 Role models 
0-14 0 1 0.4 0.8 0.8 
15-19 1 9 3.4 7.6 8.5 
20-24 2 21 8.0 17.8 26.3 
25 and over 3 86 33.3 73.7 
Missing 143 54.8 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 100.0 
42 Support persons 
0-14 0 2 0.8 0.9 0.9 
15-19 1 10 3.8 4.7 5.6 
20-24 2 54 20.7 25.2 30.8 
25 and over 3 148 56.7 69.2 
Missing 47 18.0 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Slightly more than two-thirds (67%) planned to transfer within a year after DMACC. Nearly 
all of the students (90%) indicated they were seeking a degree: associate degree (19%); 
bachelor's degree (48%), and post-graduate (23%). Nearly one-third of the students worked 
10 hours or less (30%), one-third worked 11-30 hours (34%), and nearly one-third worked 
31 or more hours per week (30%). 
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Table 4.3. Ethnicity (minorities combined) of students, role models, and support persons 
(items 3a, 23a, & 43a) 
Item Ethnicity Value Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 
3a Students 
Minority American 1 18 6.9 6.9 6.9 
White American 2 195 74.7 75.0 81.9 
Other 3 47 18.0 18.1 
Missing 1 4.0 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 100.0 
23a Role models 
Minority American 1 10 3.8 7.8 7.8 
White American 2 91 34.9 71.1 78.9 
Other 3 27 10.9 21.1 
Missing 133 51.0 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Support persons 
Minority American 1 17 6.5 7.8 7.8 
White American 2 165 63.2 75.7 83.5 
Other 3 36 13.8 16.5 
Missing 43 16.5 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Looking-glass self 
Role model traits and looking-glass self 
Nearly half of the students (45%) indicated they had role models. Most role models 
were a family member or relative (38%), a fellow student (24%), or a teacher or advisor 
(14%). More than half (54%) said their role model was male; however, only 31% of the 
student respondents were male. The average age of a role model was 20-24 years old. 
The perceived ethnicity of role models was a close match to the ethnicity of the students: 
White American, 71% (vs. 75% of students); minority American, 8% (vs. 7% of students); 
and Other, 21% (vs. 18% of students). The largest minority group was Asian American 
(4%). Most students indicated their role models were like themselves in character. 
As shown in Table 4.4, regarding their looking-glass self, more than 9 out of 10 
students perceived their role models would see them as successful students, capable, fair to 
others, and emotionally stable persons. They also tended to perceive having a role model 
helped them believe in themselves. 
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Table 4.4. Students' perceptions of how their academic role models might see them 
(items 29-32) 
Student responds that "If my academic role model observed me, he/she would see": 
Item 29 "a successful student" 
Item 30 "a capable person" 
Item 31 "a person who is fair to others" 
Item 32 "an emotionally stable person" 
Item 
Response Value 29 30 31 32 
Totally disagree 1 1 1 1 1 
2 1 1 1 1 
3 1 3 2 2 
4 9 5 6 6 
5 29 23 12 26 
6 57 55 50 62 
Totally agree 7 36 47 62 36 
Total 134 135 134 134 
Mean 5.8 6.0 6.2 5.9 
Standard deviation 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.0 
Mode 6 6 7 6 
Median 6 6 6 6 
Emotional support and looking-glass self 
Concerning students perceptions of emotional support, students tended to agree that 
one person met their emotional needs. Two-thirds of those who provided emotional support 
included student friends (21%); non-student friends (20%); and members of the immediate 
family (28%). More than 80% of those who provided the student with the most support were 
either a friend (34%) or family member (50%). Of those with a family member as a support 
person, three relationships accounted for 78% of the responses: spouse (30%), live-in 
partner (10%), and parent (48%). The gender of support persons was evenly divided; 
however, more than two-thirds of the students were female. The support persons' median 
age was 25 or more years as compared to the students (20 to 24 years). The ethnicity of 
support persons closely matched that of the students (8% minority Americans compared 
with 7% of students; 76% White Americans compared with 75% of students; and 16% Other 
compared with 18% of students). The largest minority category was Asian Americans. 
The students perceived their emotional support persons were like themselves, 
emotionally stable, capable, and fair. Regarding their looking-glass selves in relation to their 
emotional support persons, more than 8 out of 10 students who had a support person 
generally agreed that their support person saw them as successful students. More than 9 
out of 10 agreed that their support persons saw them as capable, emotionally stable, and 
fair to others (see Table 4.5). Most students perceived the relationship with their support 
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Table 4.5. Students' perceptions of how their emotional support persons would see them 
(items 49-52) 
Student responds that "If my academic role model observed me, he/she would see": 
Item 49 "an emotionally stable person" 
Item 50 "a successful student" 
Item 51 "a capable person" 
Item 52 "a person who is fair to others" 
Item 
Response Value 49 50 51 52 
Totally disagree 1 4 3 3 4 
2 1 2 1 1 
3 9 3 4 4 
4 22 9 8 6 
5 42 36 27 34 
6 93 93 96 95 
Totally agree 7 55 80 89 84 
Total 226 226 228 228 
Mean 5.6 5.9 6.1 6.0 
Standard deviation 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 
Mode 6 6 6 6 
Median 6 6 6 6 
person was reciprocal and helped them believe in themselves. They also generally agreed 
that believing in themselves helped them find a support person. On the other hand, they 
strongly disagreed they were "lost" without their support person. The students were 
satisfied with the particular forms of support provided by the support person. They totally 
agreed the support person would "be there for me." 
Academic adjustment and achievement variables 
Academic adjustment, the first of 10 independent variables, is comprised of students' 
perceptions of feelings, goals, and resources about academic life. Items 95-100 concern 
academic achievement. High school, college, and current grade estimates were typically B 
to B+, although the high school grades skewed somewhat lower. Most students expected to 
earn at least a C. More than one-fourth of the students spent 5-9 hours per week on 
schoolwork. 
Discrimination 
Most students strongly disagreed they had been discriminated against in their lives. 
However, among those who agreed, there was a wide variation experienced among types of 
discrimination, such as gender, age and ethnicity bias. 
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Family characteristics 
More than half of the students reported they had never married (57%), with slightly 
more than one-fourth married (28%), and one-seventh separated, divorced, or widowed 
combined (14%). More than half (58%) did not have children. A majority of those who were 
parents reported a two-parent household (57%). 
Family socioeconomic status 
The socioeconomic status (SES) of the students and their families was self-reported 
as: upper middle or higher (12%), middle of middle (26%), lower middle (16%), upper 
working (17%), or lower class (15%). The typical educational status of the students' 
mothers was "high school diploma" (39%). There was a similar response concerning 
fathers' education (40%). Forty-two percent of the students' mothers were full-time workers 
outside the home (42%), versus 94% of the fathers. 
Other family of orientation characteristics 
The students reported that, when they were high-school age, 80% of their parents 
were married, 12% were divorced, and 6% widowed. More than half of the students (58%) 
were raised by "two parents about equally." A strong majority (62%) said they were raised 
about "equally (by) male and female parental figures." The students responded almost two 
to one (65%) that their childhood families had "healthy relationships." 
Those who reported "unhealthy relationships" listed "fighting between adults" (21%), 
"lack of honest communication" (17%), and "substance abuse/addiction" (14%). Over two-
thirds said their adult families had "healthy relationships" (69%). The other 31% reported 
the same problems (as for childhood families), but at higher percentages: 27%, 20%, and 
17%, respectively. 
Hometown demographics 
Items (134-135) dealt with population size. Nearly half of the students reported their 
hometown at age 16 was either "larger town, 2,000-9,999" (24%); or "small city, 10,000-
49,999" (24%). Similarly, more than one-fourth of the students reported they attended high 
school in a "larger town, 2000-9,999" (27%). 
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Self-esteem 
The data for self-esteem, the primary dependent variable, consisted of students' 
responses on a Likert scale to statements about their perceptions of themselves. The 
statements were primarily based on items from the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory, 
Adult Edition (1967/1981) (see Appendix A, Items 66-82). The data tend to be unimodal, 
with much of the variation depending on whether the wording of the item was positive or 
negative. 
Transition, crisis or abuse, and self-esteem 
Nearly one-half of the students reported they were 15-19 years old (42%) when their 
greatest life crisis occurred. The students also perceived themselves as not subject to any 
abuse. Two kinds of circumstances led the students to enroll in college at this time, which 
accounted for 60% of the responses: "graduated from high school and followed my plan to 
go to college" (39%); "wanted to improve myself as a person for my own satisfaction" (21%). 
Regarding "family crisis"; 48 students specified a crisis, which included "separation and/or 
divorce..." (44%), "death of parent or sibling" (10%), and "serious illness or injury in family." 
(10%). In both divorce or separation and addiction or abuse crises, 75% of the students 
said they "took action." Regarding transitions, slightly over one-half of the respondents 
(53%) wanted self-improvement to secure their child's future. Before a crisis, students' self-
esteem tended to be neutral, during a crisis it declined somewhat, and afterward self-
esteem rose moderately. 
College enrollment and self-esteem 
The last group of items (156-160) concerned self-esteem as students took steps to 
attend college. Students generally reported their self-esteem rose from below "somewhat 
high" (mean 4.7) before deciding to enroll (Item 156), to above "somewhat high" (mean 5.4) 
as they attended classes (Item 160), with a setback (from mean 5.2 to 5.0) as they first 
attended classes (Item 159). 
Factor Analysis 
Factor analysis was carried out on the constructs to determine the internal validity of 
the constructs. The analysis of each construct yielded one or more factors, each with an 
eigenvalue greater than or equal to one. This process included principal components 
extraction, with Kaiser normalization, followed by oblimin rotation. Generally, factors with an 
101 
eigenvalue of greater than one have potential value for further analysis. If there were more 
than one factor, the solution was rotated to determine the simplest structure. Kaiser 
normalization of the rotation phase gives equal weight to each variable in determining the 
final solution. That process extends the vectors that represent the variables "to unit length 
in the common-factor space," carry out the rotations, and return the vectors to their initial 
length (Harman, 1976, p. 291). Oblimin is a method of rotation that uses oblique (or 
correlated) factors and minimizes a sum of squares function related to the factor structure 
matrix, assuming that factors are correlated rather than independent of each other (as in 
varimax rotation). 
Dependent variable: Self-esteem 
Self-esteem, the principal dependent variable, is a construct of 17 instrument items 
(66-82). The subject responded in terms of degree of agreement or disagreement with 
statements about himself or herself. Factor analysis was applied to the construct (Appendix 
C). The analysis revealed three factors in the construct, with eigenvalues of 3.36 to 1.16 in 
the final statistics. The highest percent of variance (POV) explained was 19.8%, for factor 2. 
Employing a weighted average of the responses to these items, the construct measures 
self-esteem. Factor 2 might be called the "character" factor of self-esteem (capability, 
stability, and fairness), because it is dominated by these 3 items (77-79). These traits 
appear also as Items 26-28, role model character, and 46-48, support person character. 
This conclusion is based on the values (.83, .82, and .50) in the structure matrix 
representing those items, respectively. 
Independent variables 
Factor analysis also was applied to the constructs that are the independent variables 
in the hypotheses. The results are summarized in Table 4.6, which describes the factors 
extracted for each construct (A-O). The factor matrix for each factor that represents a 
construct is shown in Table 4.7. The complete factor analyses are shown in Appendix C, 
Table C48. 
Some constructs represent students' perceptions concerning academic role models. 
Role model "character" traits is construct (A) of whether he or she is (Items 26-28): (26) 
Capable, (27) emotionally stable, and (28) fair to others. One factor emerged with an 
eigenvalue = 2.3 and POV = 76%. 
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Table 4.6. Summary of factor analyses of constructs: Eigenvalues and percentages of 
variance (POV) 
No. Construct name Factor(s) Items Eigenvalue POV 
A Role model character 1 26-28 2.291 76.4 
B Looking-glass self: Via Role Model 1 29-32 2.556 63.9 
C Emotional support person's character 1 46-48 2.145 71.5 
D Looking-glass self via support person 1 49-52 2.502 62.6 
E Satisfaction with aspects of emotional support 1 57-65 5.366 59.6 
F Self-esteem 1-3 66-82 
1 2.100 12.4 
2* 3.365 19.8 
3 1.157 6.8 
G Student's character 1 77-79 1.963 65.4 
H Adaptation to college 1 84-92 2.454 27.3 
I Academic performance 1-2 94-99 
1* 1.306 21.8 
2 0.985 16.4 
J Discrimination against the student 1 101-110 5.714 57.1 
K Socio-economic status of the family of origin 1-2 119-123 
1 1.087 21.7 
2* 1.378 27.5 
L Characteristics of family of origin 1 125-128 1.491 37.3 
M Size of community at high-school age 1 134-135 1.647 82.3 
N Abuse of the student 1-3 137-147 
1 2.941 26.7 
2* 3.488 31.7 
3 1.353 12.3 
0 Stages of self-esteem when enrolling in college 1 156-159 2.850 71.2 
'Multiple factor constructs represented by highest eigenvalue factor; dependent variable is bold, 
(see Appendix C for complete data) 
The students' perceptions of how their role models may see them is a construct (B) 
of (Items 29-32): (29) as a successful student, (30) as capable, (31), as fair to others, and 
(32) as emotionally stable. One factor was extracted with an eigenvalue of 2.6 and a POV 
of 64%. 
Other constructs represent students' perceptions of their support persons. Construct 
(C) of the character of the emotional support person is whether he or she is (Items 46-48): 
(46) capable, (47) emotionally stable, and (47) fair to others. One factor was extracted, with 
an eigenvalue of 2.1, that accounts for 72% of the variance. 
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Table 4.7. Matrices for factors that represent a construct (A-O) 
A Role model character B Looking-glass self: via role model 
C Emotional support 
person's character 
D Looking-glass self via 
support person 
Variable Factor 1 Variable Factor 1 Variable Factor 1 Variable Factor 1 
Item 25 .8885 Item 29 .7642 Item 46 .91654 Item 49 .7772 
Item 27 .8435 Item 30 .9447 Item 47 .8964 Item 50 .7679 
Item 28 .8905 Item 31 .8064 Item 48 .8865 Item 51 .8081 
Item 32 .6555 Item 52 .8097 
E Satisfaction with 
emotional support F Self-esteem G Student's character H Adaptation to college 
Variable Factor 1 Variable Factor 2 Variable Factor 1 Variable Factor 1 
Item 57 .6578 Item 66 .2127 Item 77 .8645 Item 84 -.6277 
Item 58 .7732 Item 67 -.3446 Item 78 .8504 Item 85 .2834 
Item 59 .6873 Item 68 .2337 Item 79 .7034 Item 86 .3139 
Item 60 .7859 Item 69 -.1766 Item 87 .2729 
Item 61 .8029 Item 70 .3550 Item 88 -.5412 
Item 62 .8352 Item 71 .3851 Item 89 .3781 
Item 63 .8344 Item 72 -.2727 Item 90 -.3738 
Item 64 .7129 Item 73 .3276 Item 91 -.7764 
Item 65 .8359 Item 74 
Item 75 
Item 76 
Item 77 
Item 78 
Item 79 
Item 80 
Item 81 
Item 82 
.1683 
.3298 
.4097 
-.8298 
-.8239 
-.5032 
.0774 
.3088 
-.2789 
Item 92 .3955 
I Academic performance J Discrimination against student 
K Social status of family 
of origin 
L Characteristics of 
family of origin 
Variable Factor 1 Variable Factor 1 Variable Factor 3 Variable Factor 1 
Item 94 .5379 Item 101 .6193 Item 119 .7112 Item 125 -.5139 
Item 95 .8493 Item 102 .7519 Item 120 .8493 Item 126 .6222 
Item 96 .2846 Item 103 .5963 Item 121 .0479 Item 127 .6928 
Item 97 .2903 Item 104 .7490 Item 122 .0302 Item 128 .5999 
Item 98 -.1850 Item 105 .7344 Item 123 -.4067 
Item 99 -.0450 Item 106 
Item 107 
Item 108 
Item 109 
Item 110 
.6974 
.8498 
.8443 
.8776 
.7858 
M Community size at 
high-school age N Abuse of respondent 
O Enrollment steps and 
self-esteem 
Variable Factor 1 Variable Factor 2 Variable Factor 1 
Item 134 
Item 135 
.9443 
.8690 
Item 137 
Item 138 
Item 139 
Item 140 
Item 141 
Item 142 
Item 143 
Item 144 
Item 145 
Item 146 
Item 147 
.7113 
.9816 
.8984 
.8784 
.6033 
.6822 
.4989 
.4531 
.5137 
.3512 
.4566 
Item 156 
Item 157 
Item 158 
Item 159 
.8188 
.9713 
.8518 
.7144 
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Similarly, construct (D) of how the student's support person may see him or her 
(Items 49-52): (49) as emotionally stable, (50) as a successful student, (51) as capable, and 
(52) as fair to others. One factor was extracted, with an eigenvalue of 2.5, accounting for 
63% of the variance. 
Quality of emotional support is a construct (E) of how satisfied the subject is "with 
how my emotional support person" (Items 57-65): (57) shares similar experiences, (58) 
keeps up my morale, (59) is interested in my activities, (60) lets me talk about personal 
things, (61) tolerates my ups and downs, (62) takes my concerns seriously, (63) says things 
to clarify my situation, (64) will be there for me, and (65) meets my emotional support needs 
(65). One factor was extracted, with an eigenvalue of 5.4 and a POV of 60%. 
Other constructs represent aspects of the students themselves. As has been shown, 
analysis of construct F, student self-esteem, revealed three factors with eigenvalues from 
3.4 to 1.2. The highest eigenvalue was found in factor 2, which had a POV of 20%. 
The student's own perceived characteristics (construct G) rates whether he or she is 
(Items 77-79): (77) capable, (78) emotionally stable, and (79) fair to others. One factor 
emerged: eigenvalue 2.0, POV 65%. 
Personal adaptation to college is a construct (H) of Items 84-92: (84) I see myself as 
a successful student, (85) I feel little control of what happens at school, (86) I feel isolated 
from other students, (87) I feel stress in adapting to college life, (88) I have the strength to 
cope with college stress, (89) I expect to drop out before I meet my goal here, (90) I can find 
resources to reach my college goal, (91) I have the perseverance to reach my college goal, 
and (92) When I started college here I felt I wouldn't succeed. Analysis revealed one factor: 
(1) eigenvalue 2.4, POV 27%. 
Construct (I) of student's perceived academic performance is (Items 94-99): (94) 
academic standards of high school attended, (95) high school grade average, (96) 
estimated grade average this semester, (97) grade average for all college terms, (98) expect 
Cs or better this term, and (99) expect Fs this semester. The analysis revealed two factors: 
(1) eigenvalue 1.3, POV 22%, and (2) eigenvalue 1.0, POV 16%. 
Students' perceptions of whether they have been discriminated against, while at 
college (construct J) is based on (Items 101-110): (101) race/ ethnic group, (102) 
sex/gender, (103) age, (104) marital status, (105) social class now, (106) size/weight, (107) 
disability/illness, (108) parents' social class, (109) family's behavior, and (110) 
reputation/student's past behavior. One factor (Table 4.6) was extracted, with an eigenvalue 
of 5.7 and 57% of variation explained. 
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The construct (K) of socioeconomic status of the student's family of orientation 
consists of (Items 119-123): (119) mother's educational level, (120) father's educational 
level, (121); mother's occupational status. (122) father's occupational status, and (123) SES 
of family of origin. There were two factors, with eigenvalues of 1.1 and 1.4 and 22% and 
28% of variance accounted for, respectively. 
The characteristics of student's family of origin is a construct (L) of (Items 125-128): 
(125) parents' marital status, (126) type of family in which raised, (127) gender of parental 
figure(s), and (128) dysfunction (vs. function) of the family (128). One factor was extracted, 
with eigenvalue = 1.5, POV = 37%. 
The construct (M) of size of hometown community consists of (Items 134-135): (134) 
population of hometown at age 16, and (135) population of student's high school 
community. From these was extracted one factor, with eigenvalue = 1.6, explaining 82% of 
the variance. 
Perceived abuse is a construct (N) of whether the student was/is (Items (137-147): 
(137) a neglected child (137); an abused child (138); an emotionally abused child (139); 
physically abused as a child (140); sexually abused as a child (141); sexually assaulted as a 
child (142); sexually assaulted as an adult (143); abused as an adult (144); an emotionally 
abused adult (145); a physically abused adult (146); or a sexually abused adult (147). 
Three factors were extracted, with eigenvalues from 3.5 to 1.4; factor two, with the highest 
eigenvalue and a POV of 32%, represents the construct. 
The construct (O) of stages of college self-esteem deals with their current college 
experience (Items 156-159): (156) before I decided to enroll, (157) when I decided to enroll, 
(158) when I actually enrolled, and (159) as I attended my first classes (159). In the final 
analysis, the construct yielded one factor (eigenvalue = 2.85, POV = 71%). Item 160, self-
esteem as I attend classes now, was omitted, because it overlaps the self-esteem 
construct—the dependent variable. 
Reliability Analysis 
Cronbach's alpha was employed to determine the internal consistency, or reliability, 
of the constructs. Reverse-coded items were re-coded to avoid artificially low reliability 
scores. Table 4.8 provides a summary of the reliability data. The complete data are shown 
in Appendix C, Table C49. 
106 
Table 4.8. Summary of the reliabilities of the constructs 
No. ConstrucV(items) Description Alpha SIA* 
A (26-28) Role model (RM) character .84 .8448 
B (29-32) Student looking-glass self via RM .87 .8714 
C (46-48) Support person(SP) character .88 .8817 
D (49-52) Student's looking-glass self via SP .86 .8626 
E (57-65) Student satisfied with SP actions .92 .9202 
F (66-82) Student self-esteem .82* .8255 
G (77-79) Student's own character .73 .7319 
H (84-92) Student's college adjustment .72 .7356 
I (94-99) Student's academic performance .54 .5758 
J (101-110) Discrimination of student at college .92 .9277 
K (119-123) Social class (SES): family of origin .58 .5003 
L (125-128) Characteristics of family of origin .60 .6991 
M (134-135) Size of community at high school age .89 .8987 
N (137-147) Abuse of the student .91 .9089 
0 (156-159) Stages of enrollment and self-esteem .90 .9056 
*SIA Standardized Item Alpha; dependent variable is bold. 
Dependent variable: self-esteem 
Analysis of construct F, student self-esteem (items 66-82), the main dependent variable, 
revealed a high reliability: standardized item alpha (SIA) of .83. 
Independent variables 
Reliability analysis was conducted for each independent variable construct. The first 
group of constructs analyzed for reliability was comprised of aspects of role models. 
Analysis of the construct (A) of perceived role model "character" (Items 26-28), indicated 
high reliability (SIA=.84). The construct (B) of the student's looking-glass self as if seen by 
the role model (Items 29-32) had a higher reliability (SIA=.87). 
The next group of constructs pertained to the students' support persons. Analysis of 
their characteristics (Items 46-48), the construct (C), revealed high reliability (SIA=.85). 
Similarly, the construct (D) of how the students imagined that their support person sees 
them (Items 49-52), had very high reliability (SIA=.86). The construct (E) of satisfaction with 
the emotional support provided (Items 57-65) also had very high reliability (SIA=.92). 
Another group of constructs pertained to the students' perceptions of themselves. 
The construct (G) of the student's own character (Items 77-79) had acceptable reliability 
107 
(SIA=.73). Analysis of college adjustment, construct (H) (Items 84-92), showed acceptable 
reliability (SIA = .74). Construct I of students' perceptions of their own academic 
performance (Items 94-99) had marginal-fair reliability (SIA=.58). Discrimination as a 
construct (J) had a very high degree of reliability (SIA=.93). Socioeconomic status of family 
of orientation, construct K (Items 119-123), had marginal reliability (SIA=.50). 
Characteristics of family of orientation (L) as a construct (Items 125-128) had marginal 
reliability (SIA=.70). The construct of size of hometown community (M) was analyzed for 
reliability: SIA = .90. Abuse of the student (N) as a construct (Items 137-147), had very high 
reliability (SIA =.91). Finally, the construct of stages of college self-esteem (O) was 
subjected to analysis; the result very high reliability (SIA = .91). 
Tests of Hypotheses 1-12: Chi-square and correlations 
Tests of individual hypotheses produced a number of significant results using 
different statistical techniques. The statistic used depended whether the variables were 
nominal or continuous, and the type of analysis desired. Chi-square analysis was used 
where the variables were nominal. Pearson's product moment correlation was used where 
at least the variables were continuous (monotonie), ideally, or ordinal at a minimum. The 
complete cross-tabulations for Chi-square and correlation analysis are found in Appendix C, 
Table C50-51. The criterion of significance was p <05. These results follow, organized 
according to hypothesis. 
Hypotheses 1A and 1B: Identity 
These hypotheses (numbers in parentheses) deal with identification in regard to the 
chosen role models and support persons. 
Hypothesis 1A: Role model traits. To determine if students select role models like 
themselves, gender (1a1), age (1a2), ethnic identity (1a3), and character (1a4) were 
crosstabulated for the two groups. 
1A1: Gender. Students, especially males, generally selected role models of the 
same gender. Statistical analysis showed a significant relationship (Chi-square = 20.65, 
p <00001, Table 4.9). 
The difference by student gender (Item 1) in whether the student's role model is like 
them (Item 25) is not statistically significant (Table 4.9). The tables may abbreviate Likert-
scale responses, such as TA for "Totally Agree." 
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Table 4.9. Summary of Chi-square analyses for role model traits versus student traits 
Item vs. Item Description (Hypothesis) Chi-square (Pearson) df P 
20a Has role model vs. 
39a Has a support person (2B) 4.94 1 .03 
20a Has role model vs. 
37 1 person most supportive 3.21 1 .08 
21 Role models' gender vs. 
1 Students' gender (1A1) 20.65 1 .0001 
22 Role models' age vs. 
2 Students' age (1A2) 17.56 1 .0001 
23 Role models' ethnicity vs. 
3 Students' ethnicity (1A3) 328.47 20 .00001 
23a* Role models' ethnicity 
3a* Students' ethnicity (1A3) 193.04 4 .00001 
25 Role model is like me 
1 Students' gender (1 A) 4.78 6 .6 
25 Role model is like me (1a/9b) 
2b* Students' age (1A2) 4.02 6 .7 
25 Role model is like me (1a/9c) 
3 Students' ethnicity (1A3) 44.62 30 .05 
25 Role model is like me (1 a/9c) 
3a* Students' ethnicity 26,88 12 .01 
"Categories are combined; bold = significant at p < 01. 
1A2: Age. Crosstabulation of role-model age, Item 22, in relation to student age, 
Item 2, was also highly significant (p <0001, Table 4.9); nevertheless the age prediction (of 
hypothesis 1A) was only partially supported. Older, or nontraditional-age students (25 or 
older), behaved as predicted, selecting role models of similar age. Younger, traditional-age 
students (under 25), however, overwhelmingly chose dissimilar (older) role models. 
A crosstabulation of student's age (Item 2) vs. whether their role model is like them 
(Item 25) is not statistically significant (Table 4.9). 
1A3: Ethnicity. Students overwhelmingly selected role models of ethnic backgrounds 
similar to their own, Items 3 vs. 23, a statistically significant result (Table 4.9). A 
crosstabulation of students' ethnicity, Item 3, in relation to whether they perceive that their 
role model is like them, Item 25, is statistically significant in the Chi-square (= 44.62, p <05) 
analysis (Table 4.9), but not in the correlation analysis (Table 4.10). 
A cross-tabulation of students' ethnicity (minority American categories combined), 
Item 3a, with whether their role model is perceived as like them, Item 25, reveals a 
significant difference in the Chi-square (= 26.88, p <01, Table 4.9) but not in the correlation 
(Table 4.10) analyses. 
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Table 4.10. Summary of correlations for role model traits versus student traits 
Item vs. Item Description (Hypothesis) Correlation P 
21 Role Models' Gender 
1 Students Gender (1A1) .394 .01 
22b Role Models' Age 
2b* Students' Age (1A2) .470 .01 
23a Role Models' Ethnicity 
3a* Students' Ethnicity (1A3) .904 .01 
26 Role Models' Character 
77 Students' Character (1A4) .519 .01 
25 Role Model is Like Me (1B1) 
1 Students' Gender .170 .05 
2b* Students' Age -.061 NS 
3 Students' Ethnicity -.105 NS 
3a Students' Ethnicity -.109 NS 
"Categories combined; bold = significant at p < 05. 
A crosstabulation shows that a majority (129, 55%) of students responding (233) 
have both role model, Item 20, and support person, Item 39; a large minority (90, 39%) have 
a support person only; a tiny minority (4, 2%) have a role model only; and a small minority 
(10, 4%) have neither. Overall percentages, based on 233 valid cases, are not shown, 
whereas the row total percentages are given. These ratios are significant: Chi-square = 
4.94, p = 026 (Table 4.9). 
A related crosstabulation shows that 83 (34%) of students responding (243) have 
both a role model and one person who provides the most support; 53 (22%) have one main 
support person and no role model; 53 (22%) have a role model but have other than one 
main supporter—multiple or none; and 54 (22%) have neither. Overall percentages are not 
shown in the table. These relationships are not statistically significant: Chi-square = 3.21, 
p = .073 (Table 4.9). 
Table 4.9 presents a summary of the Chi-square analyses of role model versus 
student characteristics. These data demonstrate that students chose role models that 
resemble them in gender and ethnicity, but in age only among older students. A strong link 
exists between the ethnicity of role models and the students' perceptions that their role 
models are like them. 
1A1-4: Perceived role-model traits. Table 4.10 shows the relationship of role model 
characteristics to those of students using Pearson's product moment correlation. Students 
choose role models with certain gender, age, and ethnic characteristics to a significant 
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(P <01) degree, which confirmed the Chi-square analysis results in Table 4.9. The 
correlation of "my role model is like me" with student gender is significant (r =.17, p =.05), 
but not with student age nor ethnicity. However, Chi-square analyses had significant results 
with ethnicity but not gender or age. Based on continuous data, the significant correlation of 
perceived character of subjects (construct G) with that of role models (construct A) was not 
comparable to Chi-square results. 
1A: Conclusion. Based on several statistically significant results among the data 
summarized in Tables 4.9 and 4.10, null hypothesis 1A was rejected. Thus, the alternative 
hypothesis generally describes the results, except for age: Students selected role models 
like themselves as to gender and ethnicity, but usually chose older role models. As to 
whether demographic factors affect whether students see themselves as like their role 
models, results are contradictory. Chi-square results (Table 4.9) suggest that ethnicity 
makes a difference; correlations (Table 4.10) suggest that gender makes a difference; 
however, age makes no difference in either case. 
Hypothesis 1B: Support person traits. To determine whether students have 
emotional support persons who are like themselves, gender, age, ethnic identity, and 
"character" were examined. Table 4.11 provides the Chi-square analysis and Table 4.12 the 
correlation analysis. The complete crosstabulations are shown in Appendix C, Tables C50-
51. 
1B1: Gender. The crosstabulation of student gender (Item 1) with support person 
gender (Item 41) revealed significant differences in both Chi-square (% = 8.73, p = 01) and 
correlation (r = -.20, p <01). For example, males reported having support persons of the 
opposite gender by a margin of two to one, but most females reported having male support 
persons. 
A crosstabulation of the student's gender with whether "my support person is like 
me," is not significant in either Chi-square or correlation analyses. 
1B2: Age. Support person's age in relation to student age was highly significant in 
both Chi-square (% =37.61, p < 00001) and correlation (r =.39, p <01) analyses, which 
invalidated the null hypothesis (1B). Nevertheless, the age prediction (of alternative 
hypothesis 1B) was not fully supported: Students 25 or older, as predicted, reported older 
support persons; however, students under 25 also reported older support persons. 
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Table 4.11. Chi-square analyses for support person traits versus student traits 
Item vs. Item Description (Hypothesis) Chi-square (Pearson) df P 
39a Has a Support Person 
37 1 Person Most Supportive 3.03 1 .09 
41 Support Persons' Gender (1A2a) 
1 Students' Gender 8.73 1 .02 
42b Support Persons' Age (1A2b) 
2b Students' Age 37.61 1 .00001 
43 Support Persons' Ethnicity (1A2c) 
3 Students' Ethnicity 728.5 25 .00001 
45 Support Person is Like Me (1B2) 
1 Students' Gender 6.37 6 .4 
45 Support Person is Like Me (1B2) 
2b Students' Age 4.07 6 .7 
45 Support Person is Like Me (1B2) 
3 Students' Ethnicity 45.15 30 .04 
45 Support Person is Like Me (1B2) 
3a* Students' Ethnicity 17.48 12 .2 
"Categories are combined; bold = significant at p < 05. 
Table 4.12. Correlations for support person traits versus student traits 
Item/CS* vs. Item Description (Hypothesis) Correlation P 
41 Support Persons' Sex (1A2a) 
1 Students' Sex -.2010 .01 
42b Support Persons' Age—5 year steps (1A2b) 
2b Students' Age—5 year steps .3925 .01 
43 Support Persons' Ethnicity (1A2c) 
3 Students' Ethnicity .8976 .01 
C Support Persons' Character (1A2d) 
G Students' Character .4269 .01 
45 Support Person is Like Me(1 B2) 
1 Students' Sex .0222 NS 
2b Students' Age -.0505 NS 
3 Students' Ethnicity -.0195 NS 
Students' Ethnicity -.0215 NS 
*CS = construct; bold = significant at p < 05. 
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A crosstabulation of the student's age (as a dichotomy) versus student's perception 
of whether "my support person is like me," Items 2, 25, was not statistically significant when 
subjected to Chi-square nor correlation analyses. 
1B3: Ethnicity. Students overwhelmingly selected support persons of the same 
ethnic background: Both Chi-square (= 728.48, p <.00001) and correlation (r = 90, p <01) 
analyses were significant, which invalidated the null hypothesis. Essentially the same 
results obtained when minority American categories were combined (Chi-square = 348.67; 
p <00001). 
Students' ethnicity (Item 3) in relation to whether their support persons were like 
them (Item 45) was statistically significant (Chi-square = 45.14, p <04), but with minority 
categories combined the result was nonsignificant. For the same comparisons, neither 
correlation was significant. 
A crosstabulation of two reports of those providing support (based on 238 
responding): 133 (56%), both a support person and one who provides the most support; 91 
(38%), a support person only; 5 (2%), one provides the most support only; and 9 (4%), 
neither of these. These overall percentages are not shown in the table because the 
relationships are not significant. 
1B1-3: Summary of statistical analyses. In Table 4.11, Chi-square analyses of the 
traits of students compared with their support persons, only gender, age, and ethnicity are 
statistically significant (p <01). As to what affects whether support persons are seen as like 
the students, again, only student ethnicity (non-recoded) was significant (p <05). All of the 
correlations that relate a support person trait directly to the same student trait are significant 
(p <01): gender, age, ethnicity, and character. As to what affects whether the support 
person is seen as like the student, none of the demographic factors is significant. 
1B: Conclusion. Based on several statistically significant results, null hypothesis 1B 
is rejected. Consistent with the alternative hypothesis, students selected support persons 
ethnically like themselves. However, students tended to choose support persons that were 
different from themselves in gender and age: opposite gender and older. As to perceptions 
of whether they are like their support persons, results vary by characteristic. The results 
were not significant by gender and age, but the ethnicity results are inconsistent: In Chi-
square results ethnicity makes a difference, but not in the correlations. The alternative 
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hypothesis is supported unequivocally in the case of student character and support person 
character, which were generally perceived as very similar. 
Hypotheses 2-10: Self-esteem 
Tests of Hypotheses 2-10 concerning self-esteem were conducted. Hypotheses 2-
10 predict the effects of several independent variables on the dependent variable, self-
esteem. These variables include (with hypothesis number): Whether a role model (2A) or 
support person (2B) exists, whether the role model (3A) or support person (3B) is "like me" 
(student), how the role model (4A) or support person (4B) may "see" the student, satisfaction 
with their emotional support (5A), discrimination (5B), personal or family transition (6B), 
initiative in a crisis (6C), enrollment is a free choice (6D), academic adjustment (7A), and 
anticipated (7B1) or perceived (7B2) college success, abuse (8A), dysfunctional (8B) or 
disrupted (8C) family, personal or family crisis (6A), students' gender (10A), age (10B), 
ethnicity (10C), parents'(10D1) or students' (1002) socioeconomic class (SES), role models' 
gender (11 A), age (11B), ethnicity (11C), support persons' gender (12A), age (12B), and 
ethnicity (12C). Statistically significant correlations indicate that several null hypotheses 
should be rejected, although the final decisions will also be based on regression analysis. 
The crosstabulations upon which the correlations are based are shown in Appendix C. 
Self-esteem as measured by one item (71) was also examined (Tables 4.13 and 
4.14c) to provide a more direct visual representation of factors that affect self-esteem than 
when it is represented by an abstract construct. Several correlations of self-esteem with 
other variables are significant (p <05). Of these, the strongest correlations (r > .35) are with 
Item 25, my role model is like me (r =.40, p =.01), Item 36, my emotional needs are met 
(r =.49, p =.01), Item 84, see myself as a successful student (r = 48, p =.01), and Item 89,1 
expect to drop out (r =.39, p =.01). Correlations with 26M77, 27M78, 45, 46M77, 89, and 
101 are in the r = .30-.38 range; correlations with 4, 47M78 102, 128, and 131 are in the 
r = .20- 29 correlations are significant at p <01, except Items 96 and 148B (p =.05). None 
of the other correlations were significant. 
As noted in Chapter 3, the signs of the self-esteem construct (and of self-esteem as 
a single item) correlations had to be reversed in the tables, because of the coding. The 
initial items, and many others, of the self-esteem instrument (as well as Item 71) are 
reverse-coded: Choosing a response coded with a larger number indicates lower esteem. 
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Table 4.13. Crosstabulations for self-esteem (item 71:1 have a poor opinion of myself) 
versus item 93: can meet a future academic goal 
Item 93 
Item 71 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total % Mode 
1 1 1 * 2 4 1.5 7 
2 1 * 1 3 .8 2/7 
3 2 4* 2 6 2.3 2 
4 3 4 3 4* 5 2 3 24 9.2 5 
5 4 9 11* 6 7 4 41 15.8 3 
6 19 26 18* 10 13 9 5 100 38.5 2 
7 37 11* 12 9 7 2 5 83 31.9 1 
Chi-square Value Df Significance 
Pearson 66.26 36 .002 
Pearson's correlation coefficient = .204, p < .01 
"Median 
Table 4.14b shows the correlations of self-esteem with other constructs, all of which 
are significant, p <01, except parents' marital status (124Q125) and parent's social class or 
SES (K). The strongest correlation, by far, is with Construct H, academic adjustment 
(r =.70, p <01). Correlations with constructs A (role model character), B (how role model 
would see student), C (support person character), E (satisfied with support person's 
actions), and J (student feels discrimination) are within the r = .36-.4S range (p <01), and 
with 36N55, I, and N within the r = .20- 29 range (p <01). 
Table 4.14c shows the correlations of self-esteem as a single item (71) with other 
variables, several of which are significant. However, the strongest correlation is with Item 
156, student self-esteem before deciding to enroll (r =.35, p <01). This correlation was not 
relevant because it was logically circular. The highest relevant correlations concerned 
discrimination, which correlates with Items 93, 104, 110, 113, and 128 (r= .17-.20; p <01, 
except <05 for 113). The other correlations are not significant. 
2A: Role models. Did students who had role models have higher self-esteem? The 
null hypothesis was not rejected: the Pearson product moment correlation was not 
significant. 
26: Support Persons. Do students who have emotional support persons have higher 
self-esteem? There was a non-significant correlation (Table 4.14a, Item 39). 
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Table 4.14. Student self-esteem correlations 
Item Description (Hypothesis) Correlation with self-esteem (F) 
a. 14.1 SE construct (F) versus other variables: 
1 Gender of the student (10A) .011 
2b Age of the student in 5-year steps (10B .048 
3a Ethnicity of student (10C) .210 
4 Location of high school home (10E) -.261" 
9 Usually full-time student (9A) .094 
12 Total college credits earned (9B) .007 
18 Hours per week working for pay (9C) .132 
20a Whether student has a role model (2A) -.048 
20 Relationship to role model (3A1) -.048 
21 Gender of the student's role model (11 A) .078 
22b Age of role model, 5-year steps (11B) -.003 
23a Ethnicity of student's role model (11C) .198 
25 My role model is like me (3A4) .398" 
26M77 Role model and student capability match (3A3) .300" 
27M78 Role model and student stability match (3A3) .300" 
28M79 Role model student fairness match (3A3) .115 
36 Student's emotional support needs met (5A) .494" 
37 One person provides the most support (2B) .074 
39a Whether student has a support person (2B) .181" 
20X39 Has role model and/or support person (2) .069 
39 Relationship to support person (3B1) .042 
41 Gender of the support person (11 A) 
-.125 
42b Age of support person, 5-yr. steps (11B) 
-.029 
43a Ethnicity of support person (11C) 
.137 
45 Sees support person as like him/her (3B4) .306" 
46M77 Support person and student capability match (3B3) 
.300" 
47M78 Support person and student stability match (3B3) .294" 
48M79 Support person and student fairness match (3B3) .010 
84 Sees self as a successful student (7A) .485" 
89 Expects to drop out and not finish studies here(7A) 
-.394" 
96 Cumulative college grade average (7B2) .147* 
100 Hours per week spent studying (9D) 
-.159* 
101 Student feels racial discrimination (5B) 
-.339" 
102 Student feels sex discrimination (5B) 
-.279" 
103 Student feels age discrimination (5B) 
-.210" 
117 Student is a single parent (8C) 
-.124 
118 Present socioeconomic status = SES (10D2) 
-.074 
119 Student's mother's education (10D1) 
.092 
120 Student's father's education (10D1) .103 
123 SES of student's family of origin (10D1) 
-.049 
125 Parents' marital status—student h.s. age (8C) 
-.051 
128 Childhood family dysfunctional (8B1) 
-.241" 
131 Adult family is/was dysfunctional (8B2) 
-.218" 
134 Size of community at age 16 (10F) 
-.042 
148a Did crisis lead to enrollment now (6A) 
.030 
148b Enrollment: pressured to planned? (6D) .158* 
150 Student took initiative in divorce/separation (6C) 
-.009 
151 Student took initiative in abuse/addiction (6C) .194 
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Table 4.14. (Continued). 
Item /CS1 Description (Hypothesis) Correlation with self-esteem (F) 
b. 14.2. SE construct (F) versus other constructs: 
26 A Role model character (3A3) .409" 
29 B How role model would see student (4A) .440" 
36N55 Support needs/have role model...believe in self (5A, 2A) .205" 
46 C Support person character .399" 
49 D How support person would see student (3B3) .611" 
57 E Satisfied with support person actions (5A) .445" 
77 G Student character (circular: construct G is part of F:) NA 
84 H Academic adjustment (7A) .698" 
94 I Academic achievement (7B) .284" 
119 K Parents' social class (SES) (100) .105 
101 J Student feels discrimination (5B) -.374" 
124Q125 Parents' marital status (8C) .020 
137 N Neglect or abuse of student (8A) -.215" 
c. 14.3. SE (as Item 71) versus other variables: 
93 Can meet future academic goal (7A) .204" 
104 Feels marital status discrimination (5B) -.205" 
110 Feels discrimination by reputation (5B) -.201" 
111 Present marital status (8C2) -.080 
113 Has a live-in partner (8D) .172* 
116 Number of dependents, regardless of age (8E) -.005 
117 Is a single parent (8C2) -.036 
118 Own socioeconomic status (10D) -.053 
125 Parents' marital status (8C1) .069 
128 Childhood family was dysfunctional (8B1) -.200" 
131 Adult family was/is dysfunctional (8B2) -.124 
134 Population of community—student was -16 yrs. old (10F) .015 
156 Self-esteem before decision to enroll (6E) .352" 
'Significant p <05 (2-tailed); "Significant p < 01 (2-tailed); CS = construct. 
3A: Identify with role models. Do students who identify with their role models have 
higher self-esteem? (The process of identification may relate to shared demographic traits, 
3A1, or to subjective perceptions, 3A2 and 3A3.) There was no significant correlation (Table 
4.14a) of self-esteem with role model gender (Item 21), age (Item 22), or ethnicity (Item 23). 
However, the link with "role model is like me" (Item 25) was significant (r =.40; p <01). In 
addition, matching constructs A (role model character) and G (student character) show that 
capability (26M77, r =.30) and stability (27M78, r =.30), but not fairness (28M79), have 
significant relationships (p <01) to self-esteem. 
3B: Identify with support persons. Do students who identify with their support 
persons have higher self-esteem? Demographically, no significant correlation with student 
self-esteem was found for (Items) support person gender (41), age (42), or ethnicity (43) 
(Table 4.14a, Item 42). However, subjectively, the relationship of self-esteem with "support 
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person is like me" (Item 45) was significant (r = 31; p <01). The match between constructs 
C (support person character) and G (student character) shows that capability (46M77, 
r = 30) and stability (47M78, r =.29), but not fairness (48M79), have significant relationships 
(p <01) to self-esteem (Table 4.14b). However, there may be some circularity because 
items 77-79 are part of the self-esteem construct. 
Hypothesis 4A: Role model as looking-glass. Did students who feel their role models 
would see them positively have higher self-esteem? The correlation (Table 4.14b) between 
construct B, "role model sees me as" and self-esteem (F) is significant (r =.44; p <01). 
48: Support person as looking-glass. Did students with a positive self-reflection from 
their support persons have higher self-esteem? The correlation (Table 4.14b) of the 
construct D, my support person sees me as, and self-esteem (F) is significant (r =.61 ; 
p< 01). 
5A: Emotional support and self-esteem. Did students whose emotional support 
needs were met (Item 36) have higher self-esteem (F)? Yes, the correlation (Table 4.14a) 
between those variables was significant (r= .49; p <01). Did students who are more 
satisfied with the emotional support received (E) have higher self-esteem? Again, the 
correlation (r =.44; p <01) was significant (Table 4.14b). 
56: Discrimination and self-esteem. Did students who experienced discrimination 
(negative support) have lower self-esteem? Several relationships involving types of 
discrimination (Table 4.14a) were significant (p <01) as follows (Item): (101) Ethnicity 
(r = -.34), (102) sex (r = -.28), (103) age (r = -.21), (104) marital status (r = -.21), and (109) 
student's reputation (r = -.20). With self-esteem a single variable, Item 71 (Table 4.14c) two 
correlations were significant (p <01; Item 104, r = -.21, and Item 109, r = -.20.) In addition, 
where discrimination is a construct (J), the correlation with self-esteem was significant 
(r = -.37, p <01, Table 4.14b). 
6A/B: Imposed crisis. Did a crisis (or transition) imposed on the student (Item 148) 
lower self-esteem (F)? There was no significant correlation of these variables (Table 4.14a). 
6C: Took initiative in a crisis. Did students who took the initiative in a crisis (Items 
150-151) have higher self-esteem (F)? No significant correlation existed (Table 1A.1) in 
either divorce/separation (Item 150), or abuse/addiction (Item 151) crises. 
60: Locus of control in enrollment. Did students who enrolled on their own initiative 
have higher self-esteem than those acting by default or under pressure? Item 148 was 
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recoded to reflect a continuum of motivation: From crisis, to pressure, to my plan, and the 
correlation was (r =.16), a statistically significant (p <05) result (Table 4.14a). 
6E: Prior self-esteem. Did students' self-esteem before deciding to enroll (Item 148) 
affect self-esteem (F)? There was no significant correlation (Table 4.14a). 
7A: College adjustment. Did students who are adjusted academically (H) have 
higher self-esteem (F)? These variables (Table 4.14b) are significantly correlated (r =.70, 
p< 01). 
Table 4.13 not only confirms the relationship between academic confidence (Item 93) 
and self-esteem as a single variable (Item 71), but also shows the relationship graphically. 
It can be visualized by examining the table; the cells that contain the median scores are 
marked by an asterisk (*)—the slope of a line drawn between these shows the relationship 
between the variables. Thus, the more students disagree with the statement that they have 
a low opinion of themselves, Item 71, the more they agree that they will be able to meet their 
future academic goals, Item 93: r =.20, p <01 (Table 4.14c). 
7B: Academic achievement. Did anticipated (7B1) or perceived (7B2) academic 
success, including GPA, improve student self-esteem? There are significant correlations 
(Table 4.14) of self-esteem as a construct (F) with Item 84, seeing oneself as a successful 
student (r= .48, p <01). 
There was a significant correlation (r =.15, p <05) between cumulative GPA and 
self-esteem (Table 4.14a, Item 96). A higher significant correlation (Table 4.14b) exists with 
academic performance, construct I (Items 94-99, r = 28, p <01). This construct was 
weighted, based on factor analysis, toward grades earned and expected in the current 
semester—grade estimates were made near the end of the term. 
8A: Abuse. Did students who had an abusive background have lower self-esteem? 
There is a significant negative correlation (r = -.22, p <01) between abuse as a construct 
(N) and self-esteem (Table 4.14b). 
8B: Family dysfunction. Did students who had a dysfunctional family background 
have lower self-esteem? Table 4.14a shows a significant negative correlation of self-
esteem with Item 128, childhood family dysfunction (r = -.24, p <01) and with Item 131, 
family dysfunction as an adult (r = -.22, p <01). 
8C: Family disruption. Did students from a disrupted (or single-parent) family 
background have lower self-esteem? There was no significant correlation of student self-
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esteem with parents' marital status when the student was high-school age (Table 4.14a, 
Item 125) or with parents' marital status as a construct (Table 4.14b, Items 124-125). 
9A: Enrollment status. Did students who were enrolled full-time in college have 
higher self-esteem compared with part-time enrollees? As shown in Table 4.14a, the 
correlation between self-esteem and status as a full-time student (Item 9) was non­
significant. 
98. Total college credits. Did students with more college credits earned have higher 
self-esteem? There was no significant correlation between total college credits earned and 
self-esteem (Table 4.14a, Item 12). 
9C: Hours employed. Did students who were employed more hours have lower self-
esteem? There was no significant correlation between hours per week working for pay and 
self-esteem (Table 4.14a, Item 18). 
9D: Hours of study. Do students who study more hours have higher self-esteem? 
Table 4.14a showed a significant correlation (r =.16, p <05) between self-esteem and hours 
per week spent studying (Item 100). 
10A: Gender. Did male students have higher self-esteem? In Table 4.14a, there 
was no significant correlation with Item 1. 
10B: Age. Did older students have lower self-esteem? There was no significant 
correlation between age of the student and self-esteem (Table 4.14a, Item 2). 
10C: Ethnicity. Did self-esteem vary according to the student ethnicity? There is no 
significant correlation between ethnicity and self-esteem (Table 4.14a, Item 2). 
10D: Socioeconomic status. Did students who were in a higher socioeconomic class 
have higher self-esteem? There was no significant correlation of self-esteem (Table 4.14a) 
with socioeconomic status (SES) of the student (Item 97) or with the SES of the student's 
family of origin (Item 123). 
10E: Regional geographic background. Did students from central Iowa have higher 
self-esteem? Table 4.14a shows that the correlation was significant (r =.26, p <01) 
between location of high school home (Item 4) and self-esteem. 
10F: Size of community. Did students from more rural (smaller) communities have 
higher self-esteem? There is no significant correlation between population of community at 
age 16 and self-esteem (Table 4.14a, Item 135). 
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Tests of Hypotheses 2-12: Regression analyses 
Regression analysis was also used to determine what factors affect student self-
esteem (Hypotheses 2-10). It included both continuous and discrete variables to obtain a 
measure of the relative effect of a number of variables. These were entered stepwise into a 
preliminary regression equation to determine their relationship to self-esteem. The analysis 
works backward through the independent variables, uses a T-test to drop the one with the 
weakest relationship to the dependent variable, recalculates for the remaining variables, 
repeating the process until only those with significant relationships remain "in the equation." 
The other, nonsignificant variables, which have been dropped are, as result, "not in the 
equation." The dependent variable, self-esteem, is measured employing construct F (Items 
66-82), and the results are shown in Table 4.15. 
In the first regression analysis, a self-esteem was significantly linked (Table 4.15a) to 
three independent variables/constructs: Item 36, emotional support needs met (p <01 ); 
Construct D support person "sees" me as (p <01); and Item 45, support person is like me 
(p <05). These results call for rejection of null hypotheses 5A, 3B, and 4B, respectively. 
Regression analysis a was based on only 75 cases, primarily because of the 
inapplicability of certain questions among those who had no role model ("missing data"). 
Therefore, for analysis b, two variables, "role model is like me" (Item 25) and "role model 
would see me as" (construct B), were excluded, increasing the net sample size to 136. In 
analysis b, Table 4.15b, six variables were in the regression equation as significant: Item 1, 
Student's gender (10A); Item 36, Students' emotional support needs met (5A); construct D, 
"My emotional support person sees me as" (4B); Item 84, "I see myself as a successful 
student" (7A; see footnote to Table 4.15b); construct J, "I feel discrimination as I attend 
college" (5B). Thus, null hypotheses 4B, 5A, 5B, 7A, and 10A are rejected. 
Analysis c also excluded the same role model variables along with certain others, but 
included additional variables, including those which had overlapped conceptually with 
variables in previous analyses. Not included previously was Academic Adjustment, 
construct H, and the result was that it was the only significant (p <01) variable in this 
analysis (Table 4.15c). Therefore, null hypothesis 7A is rejected. 
In summary, three regression analyses revealed four independent variables with 
significant relationships (p <05 level) with student self-esteem. Based on these results, 
hypothesis 3A, 3B, 4B, 5A, 5B, 7A, and 10A are rejected. 
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Table 4.15. Regression analyses for self-esteem 
Item Description (Hypothesis) Significant (T) p 
15a. Selected independent variables, including role model variables in equation 
(In equation:) 
36 Students' emotional support needs met (5a) < 001 
45 "Emotional support person is like me" (3b) .052 
D "My emotional support person sees me as" (4b) .007 
(Constant) .003 
(Not in equation:) 
1 Students'Gender (1 OA) .197 
3 Students'Ethnicity (10C) .408 
2 Students'Age (10B) .470 
4 Location of Students' High School Home (10E) .393 
9 Student Usually Enrolled Full-Time (9A) .936 
12 Total College Credits Earned (9B) .817 
25 "My role model is like me" (3a) .142 
B "How my role model would see me" (4a) .830 
37 "One person gives me the most support" (2B/5A) .976 
84 "I see myself as a successful student" (7A) .385 
I Academic success, including GPA (7B) .958 
J "I feel discrimination at college" (5B) .852 
118 Students' present socioeconomic class (10D) .313 
119Q Mothers'Educational Level (10D) .891 
125A Parents' Marital Status* (8C1) .621 
128 Functioning of Family of Orientation (8B1 ) .321 
M Population of community lived in at about age 16 (10F) .646 
N Student Has Been Neglected or Abused (8A) .079 
15b. Selected independent variables excluding two role model variables 
(In equation:) 
1 Students' Gender (10A) .003 
36 Students' emotional support needs met (5A) <.001 
D "My emotional support person sees me as" (4B) <.001 
J "I feel discrimination as I attend college" (5B) .006 
Constant .016 
(Not in equation:) 
3A Students'Ethnicity (10C) .610 
2 Students'Age (10B) .894 
4 Location of Students' High School Home (10E) .194 
12 Total College Credits Earned (9B) .338 
20A Relationship to Role Model (3A1) .350 
45 "Emotional support person is like me" (3B) .332 
E Satisfied with support person's support (5A) .639 
84 "I see myself as a successful student" (7A) .057 
89 Expects to drop out before goal met (7A) .562 
I Academic success, including GPA (7B) .846 
118 Students' present socioeconomic class (10D .786 
119Q Mothers'Educational Level (10D) .639 
125A Parents' Marital Status—student about age 16 (8C1) .869 
128 Functioning of Family of Orientation (8B1) .501 
N Student is/was Neglected or Abused (8A) .831 
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Table 4.15. (Continued). 
Item Description (Hypothesis) Significant (T) p 
15c. Selected variables, including academic adjustment (H) 
(In equation:) 
H Academic Adjustment (academic efficacy) (7A) (r =.78) <001 
(Not in equation:) 
D "My emotional support person sees me as" (4B) .105 
E Satisfied with support person's support (5A) .134 
Constant .175 
J "I feel discrimination as I attend college" (SB) .280 
N Student is/was neglected or Abused (8A) .439 
117 Student is in a one-parent household (8C2) .445 
43 Support person ethnicity (12C) .405 
42 Support person age (12B) .495 
18 Hours per week spent working for pay (9C) .626 
1 Student gender (10A) .659 
2A Students' age in 5 year increments (10B) .655 
20A Whether has role model &/or support person (2A/B) .667 
148A Enrolled now: forced vs. planned (6C) .744 
45 "Emotional support person is like me" (3B) .828 
K Parents' socioeconomic status (10D) .854 
128 Functioning of family of orientation (8B1) .902 
41 Support person gender (12A) .930 
100 Hours per week spent studying (9D) .951 
Summary of Results 
This chapter has described the results of the present research in terms of the validity 
and reliability of the variables and testing of the hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 had predicted the 
relationships between student identity and role model or support person identity. 
Hypotheses 2-10 had predicted the effects of several independent variables on student self-
esteem. Chi-square, correlation, and regression analyses were applied to test these 
hypotheses. 
Based on both (1) Chi-square and correlations, analyses, and (2) regression 
analysis, the results of hypothesis testing show whether each statistical test of the 
relationship between two variables was significant. Table 4.16 summarizes whether the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
The results of this hypothesis research have led to the rejection of a number of null 
hypotheses concerning the effect on self-esteem of role models, emotional support persons, 
identity, academic success, and family background. Therefore, in those cases the 
"predictions" in the discussion that follows are the alternative hypotheses that describe a 
relationship between two variables. In other cases, the null hypotheses were not rejected, 
suggesting the absence of a relationship between those variables. Variables, in addition to 
self-esteem, include identity, role models, support persons, academic success, and other 
background or control variables. 
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Table 4.16. Summary of the hypothesis tests 
Variable 
Hypothesis Dependent (item) Independent (item) No. significant tests Reject null 
1A1 RM traits S traits 
a Gender (21) Gender (1) 12 Yes 
b Age (23) Age (2) 22 Yes 
c Ethnicity (23) Ethnicity (3) 22 Yes 
d Character (A) Character (G) 12 Yes 
1B1a RM is like S (25) S Gender (1) 11 Yes 
b RM is like S (25) S Age 01 No 
c 
c1 
RM is like S (25) S Ethnicity (3) 11 Yes 
RM is like S (25) S Ethnicity (3a) 12 Yes 
1A2 SP traits S traits 
a Gender (41) Gender (1) 22 Yes 
b Age (42) Age (2) 22 Yes 
c Ethnicity (43) Ethnicity (3) 22 Yes 
d Character (C) Character (G) 12 Yes 
1B2a SP is like S (45) S Gender (1) 01 No 
b SP is like S (45) S Age (2) 01 No 
c SP is like S (45) S Ethnicity (3) 11 Yes 
c1 SP is like S (45) S Ethnicity (3a) 01 No 
2A S Self-esteem (F) S has RM (20A) 01 No 
2B1 M U S has an SP (39A) 12 Yes 
2 S has one SP (37) o1 No 
2A/B S has RM/SP (20A/39A) o1 No 
3A1 S relationship to RM (20) o1 No 
2 u u S identifies with RM (25) 12 Yes 
3 u u RM/S characters match (A/G) 22 Yes 
4 II u RM has positive character (A) 12 Yes 
3B1 « II S relationship to SP (39) o1 No 
2 S identifies with SP (45) 12/11 Yes 
3 II « SP/S characters (C/G) match 22 Yes 
4 u II SP has positive character (C) 12 Yes 
4A S imagines how RM sees S (B) 12 Yes 
B S imagines how SP sees S (D) 32 Yes 
5A SP effectively supports S/ 
S emotional needs met (E, 36) 42 Yes 
5B S discriminated against (J) 52 Yes 
6A/B S crisis/transition (146,149) 01 No 
C S initiative in crisis (150,151) 01 No 
D S pressured to enroll (148A) 51 Yes 
E S self-esteem before enrolling (156) 11 Yes 
7A S Self-esteem (F*) S academic adjustment (H, 84,89) 52 Yes 
B S Self esteem (F) S academic success (1,96) V/12 Yes 
8 S family variables: 
A Abuse of S (N) 12 Yes 
B S Self-esteem (F*) Dysfunctional (128,131) 32 Yes 
C Disrupted (117,124-126) 01 No 
D 
9 
S Self-esteem (F) S has live-in partner (113) 
S educational variables: 
11 Yes 
A S enrolled full-time (9) 01 No 
B S total credits (12) o1 No 
C S hours employed (18) o1 No 
D S hours studies (100) 11 Yes 
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Table 4.16. (Continued). 
Variable 
Hypothesis Dependent (item) Independent (item) No. significant tests Reject null 
10 " S demographic variables: 
A S gender (1) 12 Yes 
B S age (2) 01 No 
C S ethnicity (3) 01 No 
E S geographic region (4) 12 Yes 
F S Self-esteem (F*) S community population (M) 01 No 
11 S Self-esteem (F) RM demographic variables: 
A RM gender (21) 01 No 
B RM age (22) 01 No 
C RM ethnicity (23) 01 No 
12 SP demographic variables: 
A SP gender (41) 01 No 
B SP age (42) 01 No 
C SP ethnicity (43) O1 No 
F* = Construct F and Item 71 (self-esteem as one variable); S=student/subject; RM=role model; 
1 p=.05 sig.; 2p=.01 sig. 
Role models 
Several null hypotheses concerning the relationships between self-esteem and 
student perceptions of their role-models were rejected (p <05): 
1A1 Students selected role models that were similar to themselves, as predicted, with 
1A1a Gender; students, especially males, selected role models (p <01) of the same 
gender (1a1). 
1A1b Age; although significant (p <01), results only partially reflected the alternative 
hypothesis. Older students, as predicted, reported role models of a similar age 
(older); however, younger students also tended to have older role models, rather 
than those of their own age. 
1A1c Ethnicity; also significant (p <01) was the overwhelming tendency of students to 
choose role models of similar ethnic background, as predicted. 
1A1d Similarity of character traits; perceptions of the character traits of role models and of 
their own traits were significantly correlated (p <01, r =.30) as to capability and 
stability, but not as to fairness. 
Conversely, as a control variable, age has no significant effect on the perception of whether 
role models are like the students themselves. However, the evidence is ambiguous for 
gender and ethnicity—less ambiguous if minority categories are combined (p <01.) 
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3A4 Students who perceive that their role models are like themselves have higher self-
esteem (p <01), as predicted. 
4A Students who say their role models would see them positively have higher self-
esteem (p <01), as expected. 
Conversely, null hypothesis 2A, whether one has a role model would not affect self-esteem, 
was not rejected. 
Emotional support 
Several null hypotheses concerning the relationships between self-esteem and 
student perceptions of their emotional support were rejected: 
1B2 Students selected emotional support persons that were similar to themselves in 
certain respects, as predicted by the alternative hypothesis, but not in all respects. 
1B2a Gender results were significant (p <01), because students selected support persons 
of the opposite sex; males did so by a ratio of two to one. 
1B2b Age results were significant (p <01), with older students reporting similar (older) 
support persons, as predicted; however, younger students also had older support 
persons in overwhelming ratios. 
1 B2c Ethnically, there was a highly significant (p =.00001) tendency for students to have 
support persons of similar ethnic background, as predicted. 
1 B2d Character traits, as perceived by the students, of support persons were significantly 
correlated with those for themselves (p <01, r =.3) as to capability and stability, but 
not as to fairness. 
Conversely, control variables which may influence whether the support person is seen as 
like the student, gender, age, and ethnicity have no significant effect—unless minority ethnic 
categories are combined, p < 05. 
3B Students who perceive that support persons are like themselves have higher self-
esteem (p ^.01), as expected. 
4B Students who perceive that support persons see them positively have higher self-
esteem (p <.01 ), as predicted. 
5A As predicted, students that feel they have adequate emotional support have higher 
self-esteem, both in terms of having emotional support needs met (p <01), and 
satisfaction with actions of the support person (p <.01 ). Emotional support at 
p <.0001, has the most effect on self-esteem. 
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5B As predicted, students who had been discriminated against at college had lower self-
esteem (p <01): In general, and based on race, sex, age, marital status, and 
reputation. 
Academic adjustment and success 
Several null hypotheses concerning the relationships between self-esteem and 
student perceptions of their college adjustment and success were rejected: 7A, academic 
adjustment (p <01); 7B1, anticipated academic success (p <01), and 7B2, actual academic 
success (p <.05). 
Other variables 
Several null hypotheses (p <05) concerning links between self-esteem and student 
variables such as gender, family crises, life transitions, and abuse were rejected: 
8B There is a significant negative correlation (p = 01) between self-esteem and family 
dysfunction and for both the student's childhood family and adult family. 
8A Abuse of the student was linked to lower self-esteem (p = 01), as predicted (8a3). 
10A Although some results were not significant, other analyses were (p <05/.01), 
indicating the female gender impacts self-esteem positively, which was not as 
predicted (10A1). 
Conversely, null hypotheses (no effect on self-esteem) were not rejected for: 
6C Student initiated action in a family crisis—neither in divorce/separation nor in 
addiction/abuse. 
8C Family disruption, such as divorce. 
Summary 
The hypotheses tests indicated that student identity was related to aspects of others' 
identity, including gender, age, ethnicity, and perceived character of (1A) role model and 
(1B) support person. The data also showed that there was a relationship between student 
self esteem and perceptions that: (2B) student has a support person, (3A) student character 
matches role model character, (4A) students' ideas of how role models see them (4B) their 
support person sees them positively, (5A) their emotional support is satisfactory, (5B) of 
non-discrimination, (7A) academic adjustment, 7B anticipated, and actual, academic 
success. Concerning control variables, self-esteem is linked to (8B) healthy family 
relationships in childhood and adulthood, (BA) absence of abuse, and (10A) female gender. 
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Concerning role models or support persons in themselves, self-esteem is linked to 
the role model's gender male (11 A), role model's age over 24 years (11B), and support 
person's age over 24 years (12B). 
These positive results generally have supported the alternative hypothesis discussed 
in Chapter 3, as to how the independent variables affect identity or self-esteem, but 1A, 1B, 
and 10A are exceptions. Regarding Hypothesis 1A, role model and student identity, the 
(1A1) gender, (1A3) ethnicity, (1A4) character trait results were as predicted, but the (1A2) 
age results were not, especially for younger students. For Hypothesis 1B, support person 
and student identity, the (1B3) ethnicity, and (1B4) character traits results fit the prediction, 
but the (1B1) gender, and (1B2) age results (especially for younger students) did not. For 
10B, perhaps females perceived college as a more positive experience (self-discovery) 
compared with males (interruption of career). In the other cases, where the results were 
negative, the null hypotheses were not rejected. 
This chapter has presented the results of research on self-esteem in relation to 
social self among certain community college students. These results have included 
frequencies, internal reliability of constructs, factor analysis (internal validity) of the 
constructs, and hypothesis testing using Chi-square, Pearson's product-moment correlation 
coefficient, and stepwise regression analyses. Several null hypotheses were rejected. In 
Chapter 5 these conclusions and their interpretations will be discussed, and 
recommendations will be made for practice and further research. 
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS, INTERPRETATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This research examined self-esteem in a population of students at one campus of a 
comprehensive community college, primarily from a symbolic interactionist perspective. The 
research focused on the relationship between students' self-esteem and their role models, 
emotional support persons, academic adjustment, and academic achievement. Several 
hypotheses were supported by the findings; the limitations and implications of these are 
discussed. Also, recommendations for applications and for future research are made. 
Conclusions 
A number of conclusions may be drawn from the results described in Chapter 4. 
Analysis of constructs 
The constructs, including self-esteem, role-model identity, and support person 
identity, generally were coherent (internally valid) and consistent (reliable) based upon the 
appropriate statistical analyses. 
Effects of independent variables 
Conclusions were drawn as to the probable effects of the independent variables that 
produced statistically significant changes in the dependent variable, self-esteem: role 
models, support persons, identity, academic success, and family, educational, and 
demographic background. The conclusions: 
1. Students, especially males, choose role models of their own gender. 
2. Students, especially males, choose support persons of opposite gender. 
3. Students, especially younger ones, choose older role models and support persons. 
4. Students choose role models and support persons of their own ethnicity. 
5. Students choose role models and support persons whom they saw as similar to 
themselves in ability, fairness, and emotional stability. 
6. Students choose role models and support persons who have positive traits, such as 
ability, fairness, and emotional stability. 
7. Students who identify with positive role models or support persons have higher self-
esteem. 
8. Students who imagine that their role models or support persons see positive traits in 
them have higher self-esteem. 
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9. Students who are satisfied with their emotional support person's actions, and with 
how that support meets their needs have higher self-esteem. 
10. Students who feel subject to discrimination in the college setting have lower self-
esteem. 
11. Students who believe they can accomplish their academic goals, and report progress 
toward them, such as good grades, have higher self-esteem (see #15 below). 
12. Students who have been directly affected by dysfunctional family relationships or 
abuse have lower self-esteem. 
13. The gender of the student may, in itself, affect self-esteem, with higher female 
esteem contrary to some gender stereotypes. 
14. The role model's gender may, in itself, affect student self-esteem, favoring male role 
models. 
15. Because construct H, academic adjustment, is so highly correlated with self-esteem 
(r=.70, p <01, Table 4.14; r = 78, p < 001, Table 4.15c), it may be considered a 
component of self-esteem, the dependent variable. Self-esteem might be re-
conceptualized as construct H/F—a composite of H and F. 
Interpretations 
Interpretation of these conclusions rests on, and is limited by, certain assumptions 
and caveats. 
Assumptions 
Patterns of similarities and differences of students compared to role models or 
support persons are assumed to be the result of different types of identification or bonding. 
Identification, in turn, is assumed to fall into four categories: direct identification (based on 
recognition of similarities, as with ethnic identity); potential identification (exists in spite of an 
age difference, which suggests that it is future-oriented, as with a role model); 
complementary identification (is based on a difference, such as gender, that can draw two 
people together to bond), and reciprocal identification (an emotional bond based on the 
sharing of feelings, an ideal model of emotional support). The social-psychological 
dynamics and literature reviews of these types are beyond the scope of the present study. 
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Caveats 
Certain caveats apply in interpreting this research. The limitations discussed in Ch. 
1 all apply, but two caveats are especially relevant in interpreting the results of the present 
research. 
One caveat is that the conclusions apply directly only to the population studied: 
summer enrollees at Boone Campus in 1993. Although not random, the sample 
investigated here does seem to be representative of the population of students enrolled for 
the summer session, 1993. However, if the population surveyed is largely representative of 
a more inclusive one, such as all Boone Campus students, 1993-2002, many of the 
conclusions may still apply. Although CIRP data indicated that some changes have 
occurred in student demographics and opinions at two-year colleges since 1993, they 
probably have little effect on the deeper identity factors inherent in the present study of self-
esteem. Likewise, some conclusions might apply to still more inclusive populations, such as 
community college students generally, but there is no assurance that they do. Thus, any 
attempt to generalize the results to a larger population must be undertaken with caution. 
Similarity of the Boone Campus to the entire Des Moines Area Community College 
(DMACC) is limited, because, of the five DMACC campuses, the Boone Campus is most like 
a traditional junior college from which students transfer to four-year institutions. 
Nevertheless, a significant part of Boone Campus' offerings are vocational programs, 
especially nursing and office occupations. Another caveat is that correlations do not 
demonstrate cause and effect, but may suggest possible causation. 
Possible causes and effects of self-esteem 
Acknowledging the causal caveat, the perceptions of the student subjects concerning 
their role models, support persons, backgrounds, and college experiences are related to 
their self-esteem, perhaps in a causal way. A paradox is that some of the correlates of self-
esteem may not only be effects, but also causes. A variable, or combination of them, may 
alter (cause) the level of self-esteem. The new level, in turn, becomes a causal factor itself 
that produces changes (effects) in variables that had been "causal" ones. For example, 
perceptions of abuse can be a cause and an effect within the student. 
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Tentative generalizations 
Taking the literature, the assumptions, and the conclusions of the present research, 
and going beyond the caveats, suggests some broader generalizations. Tentatively, these 
suggest research questions or hypotheses to guide the study of larger populations: 
A. People choose role models and support persons with whom they identify based on 
certain similarities or differences: 
1. If the trait is relevant to identity, but not to a particular role, identification may be 
based on similarity, such as ethnicity. 
2. If the trait is relevant to a particular role, identification depends on the role 
requirements; it may be based on: 
a. Similarity, such as the role of mother and female gender (or) 
b. Difference, such as a role model having experience and typically being older. 
c. Both, such as the emotional support role and the traditional, nurturing female 
gender; women who choose such a support person (same gender) vs. men 
(opposite gender). 
B. Self-esteem depends on people's perceptions of their role models or support 
persons (significant others): 
1. Those who see their role model or support person as possessing positive traits 
(positive identification) have higher self-esteem. 
2. Those who imagine that their role model or support person sees them positively 
have higher self-esteem (looking-glass self). 
3. Those who feel their emotional needs are met have stronger self-esteem 
(Maslow's hierarchy). 
4. Those who feel their goals are achievable have stronger self-esteem (Maslow's 
hierarchy). 
C. Self-esteem may also affect the variables that affect it; so, good self-esteem may 
help people to (Satir, 1976): 
1. Find positive role models and support persons and to see these positive traits in 
themselves. 
2. Imagine that others, such as role models and support persons, see them 
positively. 
3. Find support persons with empathy. 
4. Identify with realistic role models. 
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D. The relationship between self-esteem and variables such as achievement is a self-fulfilling 
prophecy with the causal arrow pointing both ways: self-esteem is both an effect (B above) 
and a cause (C above). 
The results and valuation of this research have led to some recommendations. 
Recommendations 
Based on the outcomes of the study, several recommendations are given for practice 
and for future research. 
Practice 
The faculty, counselors, and administration at Boone Campus of Des Moines Area 
Community College and in similar educational settings, can make use of the findings of this 
research—from the literature and the survey. One recommendation is that first-year 
students each be assigned a peer-mentor (mentor: wise, experienced guide in a complex 
situation). The peer-mentor serves as emotional support person (consistently provides 
empathetic responses), role model (exhibits appropriate attitudes and actions), and possibly a 
tutor (if majors and skills/needs sufficiently match). 
In support of the recommendation, this research has established the link between 
students' self-esteem and their emotional support. Peer-mentors serving as support 
persons or counselors can share experiences and provide feedback that meet students' 
emotional needs. In addition, they can enhance the students' looking-glass selves (their 
respective ideas of themselves based on how they each imagine that others see them). This 
may be especially true for the first-year student with self-doubts. The research also has 
shown the link between student self-esteem and positive perceptions concerning role 
models. The mentor may also function as a tutor, teaching as well as modeling study skills 
and self-discipline and raising and answering questions about study habits. 
Finding, motivating, and training mentors will also be challenges. A registration or 
orientation questionnaire will help identify mentors. Offering a credit hour of elective or 
education credit could motivate them to identify themselves, to commit themselves to 
training and service, and to serve effectively. Training will need to be carefully planned to 
avoid triviality and excessive redundancy, and should be based and evaluated on the basis 
of pre-, and post-, assessments. 
In conclusion, having a support person was, in itself, a factor in self-esteem; also 
factors were the benefits of the positive perceptions and the supportive feedback that role 
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models and support persons can offer. These correlations suggest that a peer mentor who 
plays both roles will be especially beneficial to students' self-esteem. Further, the self-
fulfilling (reinforcing) prophecy suggests that this support will improve academic 
performance. The tutor role of the mentors will also promote academic achievement. 
Another recommendation concerns the mandatory-testing-and-placement issue that 
has divided both DMACC faculty and administration for the past two decades. Looking-
glass esteem and achievement esteem are both relevant to the issue of whether mandatory 
placement of students with academic deficiencies will help or hinder students' self-esteem 
and their progress. Does the "remove artificial barriers" tenet of the community college 
philosophy preclude mandatory placement when a student has an indicated skill deficiency? 
Does the label "deficiency" damage the student's looking-glass esteem? Or, conversely, 
when mandatory placement forces the student to correct the deficiency, does the positive 
effect on self-esteem and the self-fulfilling cycle of success make such placement a major 
step toward increasing academic and career opportunities for all students, including those 
who may have such deficiencies? Success is the most powerful determinant of self-esteem, 
especially in the adult, and positive feedback (looking-glass input) also flows from success, 
especially in this achievement-oriented culture. Therefore, although there will be individual 
exceptions, mandatory placement (and the prerequisite testing), provides a ladder to 
success that will benefit student self-esteem more in the long-term than the initial 
"deficiency" label damages it in the short-term. Therefore, it is recommended that 
mandatory testing and placement be studied to determine if it is an appropriate and effective 
way to increase students' achievement level and thereby improve self-esteem. Currently, 
full-time students are tested but placement is optional. 
Based on the present data and/or the literature, some specific recommendations, 
especially as to mentors, are given as follows: 
1. Select mentors who are positive role models—succeeding academically by hard 
work and discipline. 
2. Teach empathie feedback techniques to mentors to enhance students' looking-glass 
selves. 
3. Assign mentors who are at least as old as the student, with maturity as the essential 
quality. 
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4. Assign mentors of the same ethnicity as the student to encourage identification and 
an open exchange of ideas; however, a student's individual ethnic preference should 
be honored. 
5. Select mentors who are open and teach them interpersonal skills, especially non-
judgmental feedback that balances a negative with valid positives—to enhance 
students' looking-glass esteem—not misleading false-praise that betrays trust. 
6. Provide diversity training to students and mentors to overcome prejudice and 
discrimination. Promote a positive human relations atmosphere on campus—not 
only "tolerance" but encouragement of diversity—and to maintain trust, mentors, 
faculty and administration must be, and be perceived as, unbiased and fair. 
7. Promote academic achievement and positive looking-glass selves in students by 
mentors, faculty, and staff providing encouragement and empowerment. 
8. Consider how to guard against academic failure by examining the mandatory testing 
and placement issue, and making recommendations to the college. The 
recommendations would indicate whether the college should: 
a. Require diagnostic testing to determine skill and knowledge deficiencies. 
b. Require developmental courses to eliminate deficiencies, and the negative 
aspect of self-concept associated with them. 
c. Treat the requisite skills and any remedial work needed to obtain them, as 
prerequisite to course work with those requisites. 
d. Do not apply minimum enrollment requirements to such courses, because they 
are as necessary to the success of the student as much as the courses required 
for graduation in the student's field of study; in cases where enrollment is low, 
improved student retention will pay the cost in the long run. 
e. Developmental work must include study skills as well as other academic skills. 
When the deficiency is a narrow sub-skill, not a broad basic skill, tutoring may 
meet the need. 
f. Provide mentors who model the needed academic skills, including study skills 
and self-discipline. 
g. Provide mentors who provide the needed emotional support so the student will 
persevere and succeed. 
h. Provide through faculty, counselors, mentors, etc., an antidote for a self-
stereotype, such as the older student who assumes that all her years-out-of-
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school have put her at an academic disadvantage. Point out students' academic 
successes and how life experience, an asset, has contributed to those 
successes. 
8. Refer to professional counseling when low self-image is so deep-seated, due to 
dysfunctional family or abuse, that measures such as mentor support do not 
markedly improve it, or where students have serious behavioral problems, such as 
addiction. Implement a systematic screening and referral process. 
Although these results cannot demonstrate it, some of the findings, and the resultant 
recommendations, such as peer mentors for first year students, may apply to more inclusive 
populations. These might include students in community colleges or vocational schools, 
which have similar goals and are diverse. However, it would require additional research to 
confirm this. 
In summary, based on these premises and the previously stated conclusions, it has 
been recommended that first-year students be provided a peer mentor (with second-year 
students having that option). It is also recommended that a study be conducted to 
determine the desirability and feasibility of establishing a mandatory testing and placement 
policy at Boone Campus. Self-esteem may be promoted for the sense of well-being of 
students. Self-esteem promotes achievement, and, in the context of the present research, 
achievement promotes self-esteem. Thus, self-esteem is an important consideration for 
both individual students and for the college as a whole in achieving their educational goals. 
Future research 
Based on the limitations of the methodology of the present research, it is 
recommended that a more sharply focused study of the relationships between self-esteem 
and both emotional support persons and role models be undertaken. This study would be 
like the present research in concept, but it would differ in two ways in regard to 
methodology, as follows. 
First, the study would include a wider range of characteristics of the emotional 
support persons and role models, with more instrument items devoted to those variables, 
including items that parallel aspects of student self-esteem. However, the instrument would 
be briefer because control variables, including background items, would be simpler and 
fewer in number. This change would result in the constructs being conceptually tighter, and 
therefore any statistical differences or correlations discovered would be more meaningful. 
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Second, the research should use a more random selection of subjects, a larger pool 
of campuses and a larger population sample. The findings would then be more reliable and 
general—applicable to larger populations of students in a wider variety of settings. 
However, it is also possible to do further research with the present data, in spite of 
any limitations of the methodology. For example, the present data could be reanalyzed with 
the dependent variable, self-esteem, redefined to include academic efficacy/academic 
achievement. 
These data could be re-examined with self-esteem as an independent variable in 
relation to college achievement and/or adjustment. For example, academic self-concept 
predicted GPA (Borras-Lopez, 1991) and promotion of self-esteem improved high school 
graduation rates (Dusa, as cited in Canfield, 1993). In addition to academic achievement in 
general, student persistence at the community college level (Meznek, 1987) may be 
examined as a dependent variable in relation to self-esteem. 
Qualitative research is another option. Delimitation number four (Chapter 1) stated 
that only a quantitative analysis was being done. However, a qualitative analysis on the 
responses to the completion items would be useful. These items could be analyzed within 
themselves, and they could be compared with the present quantitative results. This 
qualitative analysis would provide another layer of information and implications relevant to 
the present research questions. Other research questions might be addressed qualitatively. 
The present researcher may consider undertaking this research challenge. 
Therefore, it is recommended that a qualitative analysis be undertaken. In addition to 
providing valuable results, this analysis would make the maximum use of all the available data 
and of the subjects' and their instructors' investment of time and energy in the project. 
Summary 
The methodology employed was quantitative hypothesis testing, which examined 
social perceptions of one population of community college students in relation to their self-
esteem, especially in terms of the looking-glass self. A number of statistically significant 
relationships were found that support the connection between the self-esteem of the 
students surveyed and their social perceptions of their backgrounds, role models, emotional 
support persons, and college success. Of particular importance for student self-esteem 
were: academic adjustment, academic achievement, and emotional support. These 
connections support the looking-glass self concept—that one's self-concept, including self-
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esteem, is closely linked to one's idea of how others view them. Thus, it may be concluded 
that the students' self-esteem is a product of both the looking-glass self and of their own 
academic achievements. 
The key recommendation for the application of these conclusions to educational 
practice is the implementation of a peer-mentor program at Boone Campus. These peers 
would serve as role models, support persons, and possibly as tutors, which may benefit the 
students' self-esteem and academic achievements. Another recommendation is to study 
the implementation of mandatory testing and placement in remedial courses, which may 
improve academic achievement and, thereby, self-esteem. 
Having completed the research and evaluated both the results and the methodology, 
there are four recommendations for further study. First, analyze the qualitative data—the 
completion responses that were omitted from this study. Second, undertake further study of 
the research questions to include a random sample of a broader population of community 
college students. Third, reanalyze the present data with self-esteem as a construct that 
includes academic efficacy/adjustment construct (H). Finally, a future study might explore 
self-esteem as an independent variable in relation to academic achievement and 
persistence. 
This research also bears on the usefulness of interactionist theory. These results 
are a confirmation, among many in the research literature, that this approach is a productive 
one. It promotes a qualitative understanding of human beings and their behavior, and 
generates hypotheses that may be tested quantitatively, as was done here. In this case, 
hypothesis testing led to rejection (p <.05) of the null hypothesis in several instances, 
leaving an alternative hypothesis as an explanatory tool. Research suggests that the 
symbolic interactionist paradigm is a useful approach not only to the self-esteem of 
community college students, but also to the meaning of the relationships that people have 
within society. This may be found to be true in qualitative contexts as well as quantitative 
contexts. Further study could establish generalizations about self-esteem and the looking-
glass self that are more broadly applicable, especially to higher education, than those that 
came out of this now completed dissertation research. 
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APPENDIX A. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE AND COVER LETTER 
A Study of the Social Perceptions and the Self-esteem of Students 
at Des Moines Area Community College - Boone Campus 
by 
R. Lee McNair 
Instructor of Sociology 
DMACC - Boone Campus 
July 1993 
QUESTIONNAIRE ON SOCIAL PERCEPTIONS & SELF-ESTEEM OF DMACC STUDENTS 
FACTORS BEING INVESTIGATED 
Factor Question 
Identity as a student (male/female, major, etc.) 1-19 
Academic role model (who you look to as a student) 20-35 
Emotional support (who gives you support and how) 36-65 
Self-esteem (how you see yourself) 66-83 
Perceptions of how successful you are as a student 84-100 
Perceptions of how you are looked upon at college 101-110 
Family situation and community background 111-135 
Personal background 136-152 
College enrollment and self-esteem 153-160 
Miscellaneous 161-166 
Each section (group of questions on a factor) will take 2-4 minutes on the average to complete. 
Please CIRCLE one response NUMBER (unless instructed otherwise) AND/OR fill-in the BLANK. 
BASIC ENROLLMENT FACTS 
1. My gender is: I.Male; 2. Female 
2. My present age is: years 
3. My ethnic or racial background is: 1. Asian American; 2. African American; 3. Hispanic American; 
4. Native American; 5. White American; 6. Other, specify 
4. When I was high school age the location of my home was: 1. central Iowa; 2. elsewhere in Iowa; 
3. another midwest state; 4. elsewhere in U.S.; 5. in another country 
5. Credits I am enrolled in at Boone Campus this semester: 
6. Other credits I am enrolled in at DMACC this term: 
7. Credits I am enrolled in at another college this term: 
8. Total terms in all colleges attended, including this term: 
9. I have usually been enrolled as a: 1. full-time student; 2. part-time student 
10. I attended college some years ago: 1. no, I didn't; 2. yes (age then ) 
11. I dropped out of college some years ago: 1. no, I didn't; 2. yes (age then ) 
12. Approximate total college credits I have earned: 
13. My educational achievements already earned (mark all that apply: 
1. Completed 8th grade 
2. I am a high school student & starting college early 
3. Completed high school diploma without dropping out 
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4. Completed my high school diploma or GEO later 
5. I am working on my GEO as I begin college 
6. Completed a 1-2 yr technical diploma after high school 
7. Completed Associate Degree (2 year college degree) 
8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (4 year college degree) 
9. Completed Post-graduate degree (like Masters, Doctors, Law) 
10. OTHER (please specify): 
14. My major program of study is 
15. My educational goal at this college is 
1. Associate Degree (2 year program). 
2. 1 year certificate in (specify): 
3. Less than 1 year certificate in (specify): 
4. A few courses in (specify): 
5. Transfer to another college before I complete a program here. 
16. My long-term educational goal is (name degree or diploma) 
1. NOT APPLICABLE: I have no long-term goal 
2. Technical certificate (less than 2 year program) 
3. Associate Degree (2 year college degree) 
4. Bachelor's Degree (4 year college degree) 
5. Post-graduate degree (eg., Masters, PhD, Doctors or Law degree) 
17. My occupational goal is to become 
18. Approximate number of hours per week I am employed for pay: 
19. My most important trait as a student is 
ACADEMIC ROLE MODEL 
20. The relationship to me of the person that I model myself after in my life as a student is (he/she is my): 
1. NOT APPLICABLE: I have NO academic role model (SKIP TO Q. 36) 
2. Fellow student who does above average school work 
3. Fellow student who does average school work 
4. Fellow student who does below average school work 
5. College teacher or academic advisor 
6. High school teacher 
7. Friend who is not a college student 
8. Family member or relative 
9. Employer/supervisor/coworker 
10. Other (specify): 
IF (0. 20) YOU HAVE AN ACADEMIC ROLE MODEL, ANSWER Qs. 20-35: 
21. Gender of my role model: 1. male 2. female 
22. Approximate age of my role model is: years; deceased 
23. Ethnic group or race of my role model: 1. Asian American; 2. African American; 3. Hispanic American; 
4. Native American; 5. White American; 6. Other, specify 
24. My role model's most important trait: 
KEY TO ANSWER NEXT QUESTIONS: 
7 = totally agree (TA) 
6 = agree 
5 = somewhat agree 
4 = neither agree nor disagree 
3 = somewhat disagree 
2 = disagree 
1 = totally disagree (TD) 
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TD TA 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
i: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Qs 25 - 37 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following: 
Qs 25-28. My academic role model is: 
25. like me in important ways. 
26. a capable person. 
27. an emotionally stable person. 
28. a person who is fair to others. 
Qs 29-32. If my academic role model observed me, he/she would see m< 
29. a successful student. 
30. a capable person. 
31. a person who is fair to others. 
32. an emotionally stable person. 
Qs 33-35. Relationship between my idea of myself & my role model: 
33. Believing in myself helped me to find an academic role model. 
34. Having an academic role model has helped me believe in myself. 
35. In my studies I am becoming more like my academic role model. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
EMOTIONAL SUPPORT 
36. My emotional support needs are met. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. One person gives me the most support. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38. Those who give me emotional support are (mark all that apply): 
1. NOT APPLICABLE: No one supports me emotionally (SKIP to Q 66) 
2. friend(s) who is a fellow student. 
3. friend(s) who is not a student 
4. member(s) of my immediate family 
5. other relative(s) 
6. pastor or spiritual counselor 
7. therapist or mental health counselor 
8. teacher or school counselor 
9. OTHER (please specify): 
39. My EMOTIONAL SUPPORT PERSON, the one person who supports me the most, is my: 
1. NOT APPLICABLE: no one supports me emotionally (SKIP to Q 66) 
2. Friend 
3. Family member or relative (SEE QUESTION NO. 34) 
4. Employer/boss 
5. Coworker 
6. Fellow student 
7. Teacher/professor/advisor 
8. Personal counselor/therapist 
9. Pastor/priest/spiritual counselor 
10. OTHER (please specify): 
IF (Q. 39) you HAVE an EMOTIONAL SUPPORT PERSON, ANSWER Qs. 40: 
40. My emotional support person is my 
1. Spouse 
2. Live-in partner 
3. Relative by marriage (in-law, etc.) 
/ 4. Patent 
5. Brother or Sister 
6. Grandmother or Grandfather 
7. Uncle or Aunt 
8. Niece or Nephew 
9. Cousin 
10. Son or daughter 
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IF (Q. 39) you HAVE an EMOTIONAL SUPPORT PERSON, ANSWER Qs. 41-65: 
41. Gender of my emotional support person: 1. male; 2. female 
42. Approximate age of my emotional support person: years 
43. Ethnic group of my emotional support person: 1. Asian American; 2. African American; 3. Hispanic 
American; 4. Native American; 5. White American; 6. Other, specify 
44. My support person's most important trait: 
ANSWER KEY FOR NEXT Qs: Totally Disagree = 1 .... 7 = Totally Agree 
Qs 45-48. My emotional support person is: 
45. like me in important ways. 
46. a capable person. 
47. an emotionally stable person. 
48. a person who is fair to others. 
SCALE FOR FOLLOWING Qs: Totally Disagree = 1 .... 7 = Totally Agree 
Qs 49-65. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
Qs. 49-52. My emotional support person sees me as: TD TA 
49. an emotionally stable person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
50. a successful student. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51. a capable person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52. a person who is fair to others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Qs. 53-56. In my relationship with my support person: TD TA 
53. I give my support person emotional support in return for support of me . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
54. Believing in myself helped me to find an emotional support person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
55. Having a support person helped me to believe in myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
56. I am completely lost when I can't reach my support person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Qs. 57-65. I am satisfied with how my emotional support person: TD TA 
57. shares similar experiences with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
58. helps keep up my morale. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
59. is interested in my activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
60. lets me talk about personal things. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
61. tolerates my ups and downs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
62. takes my concerns seriously. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
63. says things to clarify my situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
64. will be there for me when needed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
65. meets my emotional support needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
TD 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
TA 
7 
7 
7 
7 
SCALE FOR FOLLOWING Qs: Totally Disagree = 1 .... 7 = Totally Agree 
Qs 66-83. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about yourself? (The wording of QS. 66-76, in parentheses below, is summarized due to copyright 
restrictions.) 
TD TA 
66. (Students tend not to be satisfied with themselves.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
67. (Students tend to be decisive.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
68. (Students tend to require much time to adjust to change.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
69. (Students tend to perceive their feelings are taken for granted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in family decisions.) 
70. (Students tend to perceive confusion in their life situations.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
71. (Students tend to express a low opinion of themselves.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
72. (Students tend to express themselves openly.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
73. (Students tend to see themselves as not as well-liked as others) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
74. (Students tend to perceive that they are pressured by their families.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
75. (Students tend to be discouraged in regard to their efforts.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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76. 
77. 
78. 
79. 
80. 
81. 
82. 
83. 
(Students tend to feel that others are unable to depend on them.) 
I see myself as a capable person. 
I see myself as an emotionally stable person. 
I see myself as a person who treats others fairly. 
I sometimes drink too much. 
I have a substance abuse problem. 
When I was high school age, I felt good about myself. 
My most important trait as a person: 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
COLLEGE SITUATION & EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 
SCALE FOR FOLLOWING Qs: Totally Disagree = 1 7 = Totally Agree 
Qs 84-94. Concerning my personal situation in college: TD 
84. 
85. 
86. 
87. 
88. 
89. 
90. 
91. 
92. 
93. 
94. 
I see myself as a successful student. 
I feel like I have little control over what happens to me at school. 
I feel isolated from other students. 
I have emotional stress in adapting to college life. 
I have the emotional strength to cope with the stresses of college. 
I expect to drop out of this college before I meet my academic goal. 
I can find the resources, like money, to reach my college goal. 
I have the perseverance within me to reach my college goal. 
When I first started college here I felt that I would not succeed. 
I will be able to meet any future academic goal I may set for myself. 
The academic standards of my high school were excellent. 
TA 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE FOR ESTIMATING GRADES: 
1 
F-toF 
2 
F+ to D-
3 
Dto D+ 
4 
C-toC 
5 
C+ to B-
6 
B to B+ 
7 
A-to A 
95. 
97. 
98. 
99. 
100. 
TD 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
6 
TA 
7 
7 
My high school grade average was:. 
My college grade average for all semesters attended is: 
or 8. NOT APPLICABLE (this is my first term). 
My estimated grade average for my work so far this semester is: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I expect to successfully complete (with a C or better) the following fraction of the courses I am taking this 
semester: 
1. all 2. most 3. half 4. less than half 5. none 
I expect to fail (grade of F) the following fraction of the courses I am taking this semester: 
1. all 2. most 3. half 4. less than half 5. none 
Approximate number of hours per week spent on studying/homework: 
Qs 101-110. I feel discrimination or prejudice or looked down upon 
as I attend college here because of my: TD TA 
101. race or ethnic group? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
102. sex or gender? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
103. age? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
104. marital status? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
105. present social class level? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
106. size or weight? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
107. disability or illness? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
108. parents'social class level? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
109. family's behavior in the past? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
110. reputation from my past behavior? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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FAMILY SITUATION & COMMUNITY BACKGROUND 
111. My marital status now: 1. married; 2. separated; 3. divorced; 4. widowed; 5. never married 
112. Since I was 16 years old, MY OWN past marital statuses have INCLUDED (mark all that apply): 
1. married; 2. separated; 3. divorced; 4. widowed; 5. never married 
IF YOU ARE UNMARRIED, ANSWER QUESTION 113: 
113. In my household: 1. I have a live-in partner full-time 
2. I have a live-in partner part-time 
3. I do not have a live-in partner 
ALL PLEASE ANSWER Qs 114-116: 
114. The number of children under age 18 living with me is: 
115. Number of children age 18 or over living with me is: 
116. The number of my dependents, regardless of age, is: 
IF YOU ARE A PARENT with children living at home, ANSWER Q. 117: 
117. My status as a parent is: 
1. I am part of a two-parent household 
2. Full-time single parent (I have child at least 21 days a month) 
3. Part-time single parent (I have child less than 21 days a month) 
4. OTHER (please specify): 
118. My present socioeconomic status (social class level) is: 
1. upper class (wealthiest 2% of community) 
2. upper middle class (top professionals & top managers) 
3. middle of middle class (other professionals & managers) 
4. lower middle class (other white collar workers) 
5. upper working class (skilled blue collar workers) 
6. lower working class (semiskilled blue collar workers) 
7. lower class (unskilled &/or unemployed/poor) 
119. My mother's education level: 
1. Primary: grade 6 or less 
2. Secondary: grade 7-11 
3. Completed High School 
4. 1 -2 years of college, no 2 year degree 
5. Completed 2 year college degree 
6. 3 or more years of college, no 4 year degree 
7. Completed 4 year college degree 
8. Post-graduate: Masters, Doctors degree, etc. 
120. My father's educational level: 
1. Primary: grade 6 or less 
2. Secondary: grade 7-11 
3. Completed High School 
4. 1-2 years of college, no 2 year degree 
5. Completed 2 year college degree 
6. 3 or more years of college, no 4 year degree 
7. Completed 4 year college degree 
8. Post-graduate: Masters, Doctors degree, etc. 
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121. When I was high school age, my mother's occupational status: 
1. full-time homemaker and/or child caregiver 
2. part-time worker outside the home 
3. full-time worker outside the home 
122. When I was high school age, my father's occupational status: 
1. full-time homemaker and/or child caregiver 
2. part-time worker outside the home 
3. full-time worker outside the home 
123. The social class level of the family I grew up in was: 
1. upper class (wealthiest 2% of community) 
2. upper middle class (top professionals & top managers) 
3. middle of middle class (other professionals & managers) 
4. lower middle class (other white collar workers) 
5. upper working class (skilled blue collar workers) 
6. lower working class (semiskilled blue collar workers) 
7. lower class (unskilled &/or unemployed/poor) 
124. From my birth on, the MARITAL status of the PARENTAL figure(s) in the family(s) I GREW UP IN 
included (mark all that apply): 
1. never married and not living together. 
2. never married but living together. 
3. divorced. 
4. separated. 
5. widowed. 
6. married and living together. 
125. When I was high school age, mv own parent's marital status was: 
1. never married and not living together. 
2. never married but living together. 
3. divorced. 
4. separated. 
5. widowed. 
6. married and living together. 
126. I was raised by (mark the one that most closely fits you): 
1. two parents about equally 
2. almost entirely by one parent 
3. mostly by one parent and partly by the other 
4. mostly by one parent and a step-parent 
5. by a close relative like grandparent, brother or sister 
6. by a close friend of the family 
7. by a distant relative 
8. by one set of foster parents 
9. by a series of foster parents 
10. OTHER (please specify): 
127. I was raised by (mark the one that most closely fits you): 
1. about equally by both male and female parental figures 
2. mostly by a female parental figure (parent, guardian, etc.) 
3. mostly by a male parental figure 
128. The family(s) that I grew up in had:: 
1. consistently healthy relationships and functioned normally 
2. some unhealthy relationships/periods and was dysfunctional 
IF (Q. 128) your family "2.... WAS DYSFUNCTIONAL" ANSWER Q. 129: 
129. Problems of the family I grew up in included (mark all that apply): 
1. fighting between the adults 
2. substance abuse or addiction 
3. one person dominated family completely 
4. abuse of an adult(s) 
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5. abuse of children 
6. children had to be "parents" of adults 
7. an ill or disabled (physically or mentally) member took all the energy & attention of the family 
8. the single parent simply could not do it all alone 
9. lack of honest communication 
10. OTHER (please specify): 
130. The main trait of my childhood family was 
131-133. As an adult my family background has been: 
131. The family(s) I've lived in as an adult had/has: 
1. consistently healthy relationships and functioned normally 
2. some unhealthy relationships/periods and was dysfunctional 
IF YOU ANSWERED QUESTION 131 THAT YOUR FAMILY AS AN ADULT IS OR WAS DYSFUNCTIONAL 
PLEASE ANSWER QUESTION 132: 
132. The problems of the family(s) I have lived in as an adult have included (mark as many as apply): 
1. fighting between the adults 
2. substance abuse or addiction 
3. one person dominated family completely 
4. abuse of an adult(s) 
5. abuse of children 
6. children had to be "parents" of adults 
7. an ill or disabled (physically or mentally) member took all the energy & attention of the family 
8. the single parent simply could not do it all alone 
9. lack of honest communication 
10. OTHER (please specify): 
133. The main trait of my adult family: 
134. The population of the community where I lived at age 16 was: 
1. farm (pop. unspecified) 
2. village (pop. less than 400) 
3. town (pop. 400-1,999) 
4. larger town (2,000-9,999) 
5. small city (10,000-49,000) 
6. medium city (50,000-249,999) 
7. large city (pop. 250,000 or more) 
PERSONAL BACKGROUND 
136. When I was about (fill-in age), my biggest life crisis occurred; the crisis was (name it): 
SCALE FOR FOLLOWING Qs: Totally Disagree = 1 ... . 7 = Totally Agree 
Qs 137-147. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about yourself: 
137. I was neglected as a child. 
138. I was abused as a child. 
139. I was an emotionally abused child. 
140. I was a physically abused child. 
141. I was a sexually abused child. 
142. I was sexually assaulted as an child. 
143. I was sexually assaulted as an adult. 
144. I have been abused as an adult. 
145. I was/am an emotionally abused adult. 
146. I was/am a physically abused adult. 
147. I was/am a sexually abused adult. 
TD TA 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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148. The situation, event or development that led me to enroll in college at this point in my life (mark the one 
best explanation): 
1. graduated from high school & followed my plan to go to college 
2. graduated from high school & parents pressured me into college 
3. graduated from high school and I could not find a good job 
4. wanted out of a dead end job 
5. family crisis, like divorce, death, abuse, addiction or job loss 
6. transition to next life stage, like my children entering school 
7. wanted to increase chances for advancement in my job 
8. wanted to improve myself as a person for my own satisfaction 
9. my friends were going to college so I decided to do the same 
10. OTHER; please specify: 
IF YOU ANSWERED Q. 148 "5. A CRISIS..." PLEASE ANSWER Qs 149-151: 
149. The specific crisis was: 
1. separation and/or divorce from my spouse 
2. separation and/or divorce of my parents 
3. death of my spouse or of my child 
4. death of my parent(s) or of my sibling 
5. serious illness or injury of a family member or of myself 
6. I became pregnant (or got woman pregnant) when not married 
7. unemployment or lay off of my spouse or myself 
8. addiction of myself or a family member to a chemical 
9. abuse within the family: emotional, physical, or sexual 
10. OTHER; please specify: 
150. If the specific crisis was separation or divorce from your spouse, who FIRST took ACTION to do that:: 
1. I did. 
2. He/She did. 
151. If the crisis was addiction or abuse in the family, who FIRST took ACTION to stop denying & SOLVE 
problem: 
1. I did. 
2. He/She did. 
IF YOU ANSWERED Q. 148 AS "6. transition..." please answer q. 152: 
152. The specific transition was: 
1. I decided to improve myself to secure my child's future. 
2. My child entered preschool, head start, kindergarten, 1st grade, etc. 
3. My child entering junior high or high school 
4. My child going to college or a trade school 
5. My child going to work 
6. My child moving out of my home 
7. My child getting married 
8. Me becoming a grandparent 
9. My spouse retiring 
10. OTHER; please specify: 
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USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE FOR LEVEL OF SELF ESTEEM ON Qs 153-160: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very low low somewhat low neutral somewhat high high very high 
IF YOU ANSWERED Q. 148 "5...CRISIS" OR "6. TRANSITION" ANSWER Qs 153-155: 
VL VI 
153. Before the crisis or transition occurred my self-esteem was. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
154. As the crisis or transition occurred, my self-esteem was: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
155. After I took action to deal with the crisis/transition, my self-esteem was: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ADJUSTMENT TO COLLEGE (All please answer) Use SELF ESTEEM SCALE ABOVE (Qs 156 -160) 
156. Before I decided to enroll in this college my self-esteem was: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
157. When I decided to enroll in this college my self-esteem was: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
158. When I actually enrolled in this college my self-esteem was: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
159. When I attended my first classes at this college my self-esteem was: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
160 Now as I attend classes at this college my self-esteem is: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
MISCELLANEOUS 
161. I plan to transfer to another college within a year after I leave DMACC: 
1. Yes 
2. No 
ANSWER THE FOLLOWING IN THE SPACE PROVIDED: 
162. My occupation before enrolling in college at this point in my life was (be very specific): 
163. My present occupation (besides "student") is (be very specific): 
164. A question that should have been included is: 
165. Questions that were confusing: , , , , , & 
166. Other comments: 
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Cover Letter 
July 15, 1993 
Dear DMACC - Boone Campus Student: 
I am conducting a study of possible links between social factors in Boone Campus students' lives and their levels 
of self-esteem. 
When completed, the study will help other researchers, teachers, counselors, and college administrators to 
understand what affects how students feel about themselves. This study will be useful to future students like 
you, because knowledge of what affects a student's self-image can help the college meet student needs. 
Your participation in this project is completely VOLUNTARY and will be greatly appreciated. As noted, your 
cooperation will be valuable to future students like you. This questionnaire is ANONYMOUS and only summary 
results will be included in the research report, not details that would identify a participant. 
It will take about 30 minutes, on average, to answer these questions for the study. 
Thanks for your help! 
Sincerely, 
my professor 
Lee McNair 
Instructor of Sociology 
DMACC - Boone Campus 
Dr. William Wolansky 
Higher Education Program 
Iowa State University 
FACTORS BEING INVESTIGATED 
Factor: 
Identity as a student (male/female, major, etc.) 
Academic role model (who you look to as a student) 
Emotional support (who gives you support and how) 
Self-esteem (how you see yourself) 
Perceptions of how successful you are as a student 
Perceptions of how you are looked upon at college 
Family situation and community background 
Personal background 
College enrollment and self-esteem 
Miscellaneous 
Questions 
1-19 
20-35 
36-65 
66-83 
84-100 
101-110 
111-135 
136-152 
153-160 
161-166 
Each section (group of questions on a factor) will take 2-4 minutes on average to complete. 
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APPENDIX B. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE CHANGE IN DEMOGRAPHICS 
AT DMACC-BOONE CAMPUS FROM 1993-2003 
Table B-1. Characteristics of student enrollment at DMACC-Boone campus for selected semesters, 1991-2003 
Variables 1993 
BCS 
1996 
BCF BCS 
1997 
BCF BCS 
1998 
BCF BCS 
1999 
BCF BCS 
2000 
BCF BCS 
2001 
BCF BCS 
2002 
BCF BCS 
2003 
BCS 
a. Gender (%) 
Male 31 39 39 41 35 45 35 45 45 52 39 45 40 42 37 36 
Female 69 61 61 59 65 55 65 55 55 48 61 55 60 58 63 64 
(Total=100%) 
Note: Data for Fall 1993 - Fall 1995 were not available 
b. Number (n) 533 1,008 520 1,021 643 1,096 636 1,097 648 1,221 612 1,352 591 1,468 830 874 
Age (mean) 26.6% n/a n/a 25.4% 25.6% 24.9% 24.6% 24.7% 24.2% 23.2% 24.2% 24.6% 23.9% 24.4% 
Note: Fall 1993 data were from a DMACC file document, not the current database; mean age for summer 1993 research sample of 261 students was 29.6 (an 83-yr-old student 
raised the sample mean above that of the population) 
Variables 1993 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
BCS1 BCS2 BCF BCS BCF BCS BCF BCS BCF BCS BCF BCS BCF BCS BCF BCS BCS 
c. Enrollment na na 
White (n) 204 415 na 413 994 487 960 520 1,140 497 1,210 636 698 
(%) 79% 78% na 79% 85% 77% 86% 81% 84% 84% 82% 77% 80% 
Black (n) 10 21 na 15 34 16 30 15 54 20 81 39 40 
(%) 4% 4% na 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 4% 3% 6% 5% 5% 
Am. Indian (n) 3 6 na 0 5 0 4 2 3 0 4 0 1 
(%) 1% 1% na 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Asian (n) 32 66 na 84 82 120 94 91 117 62 113 139 118 
<%) 13% 12% na 16% 7% 19% 8% 14% 9% 10% 8% 16% 13% 
Hispanic (n) 11 23 na 8 17 13 22 6 38 12 40 16 17 
(%) 5% 4% na 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 3% 2% 3% 2% 2% 
Unknown 1 2 na 0 27 0 12 9 0 0 0 0 0 
(%) 0% 0% na 0% 3% 0% 1% 1% 
Total (n) 261 533 na 520 1,159 636 1,122 643 1,352 591 1,468 830 874 
(Total=100%) 100% 99% na 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 99% 100% 100% 
Note: 1993 total included estimated ethnic make-up of international students; total 1993 enrollment ethnic frequency was calculated from sample percentage 
'fiCS = survey sample for the summer of 1993; 2BCS = total enrollment for summer semester 1993; BCF = total fall enrollment 
3Sample includes estimated makeup of international students 
na = data not available 
Table B-2. Percent of freshmen by trait and type of college for selected terms, 1993-2003 (CIRP/DMACC data) 
1993 1996 1999 2001 2003 
Item ISU PU PCC BC BCS BC BCS ISU PU PCC BC BCS ISU PU BC BCS BCS 
4a Gender of students 
M 59 48 46 na 31 39 39 54 47 48 35 45 55 47 45 40 36 
F 41 52 54 na 69 61 61 46 53 52 65 55 45 53 55 60 64 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
1993 1999 2000 2001 
Item PU PCC PU PCC PU ISU PU ISU 
4b Years students graduated from high 
school 
This year 98.1 83.4 98.3 90.4 98.6 99.1 98.4 99.1 
Previous two years 1.3 5.8 1.2 4.4 1.0 0.7 1.2 0.8 
Three or more years ago 0.4 5.9 0.4 2.6 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.0 
GEO 0.1 4.3 0.1 2.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 
Never completed H.S. 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 99.9 
1993 1999 2000 2001 
Item PU PCC BCS PU PCC PU ISU PU ISU 
4c Ages of students 
20 years or younger 99.4 88.7 31.4 99.5 95.7 99.4 99.8 99.6 99.9 
21-24 0.5 5.4 25.3 0.5 1.9 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.1 
25 or older 0.1 5.9 43.3 0.1 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 
1993 1999 2000 2001 
Item PU PCC PU PCC PU ISU PU ISU 
4d Racial or ethnic backgrounds of students 
White/Caucasian 83.9 76.4 82.6 87.7 80.4 93.8 77.1 93.1 
White American/Black 7.0 9.6 6.8 6.9 5.5 1.8 7.1 1.9 
American Indian 1.3 1.8 2.3 3.0 1.6 1.0 1.1 0.5 
Asian American/Asian/Pacific Islander 5.6 2.5 7.6 2.0 10.5 2.8 10.2 2.9 
Latino/Hispanic 2.5 9.9 3.5 4.2 4.5 2.3 4.6 2.3 
Other 1.7 2.6 2.5 2.7 3.1 1.2 2.9 0.8 
Total 103.0 102.8 105.3 106.5 105.6 102.9 103.0 101.5 
Item PU 
1993 
PCC PU 
1999 
PCC PU 
2000 
ISU PU 
2001 
ISU 
4e High school grade averages of students 
A (A-/A+) 
B (B-/B+) 
C/D (D/C+) 
38.8 
54.6 
6.7 
14.0 
60.7 
25.2 
49.6 
46.9 
3.4 
17.1 
60.9 
22.0 
49.9 
46.3 
3.8 
53.2 
44.0 
2.7 
52.9 
43.7 
3.3 
56.1 
41.7 
2.0 
Total 100.1 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 99.8 
Item PU 
1993 
PCC PU 
1999 
PCC PU 
2000 
ISU PU 
2001 
ISU 
4f Miles from college to students' 
permanent homes 
50 or less 
51-100 
1001 or more 
27.9 
17.1 
55.0 
72.0 
13.4 
14.7 
27.3 
22.1 
50.7 
78.6 
9.6 
11.8 
30.0 
19.7 
50.3 
19.4 
17.9 
62.7 
31.8 
19.3 
48.9 
18.9 
15.2 
66.0 
Total 100.0 100.1 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 
Item PU 
1993 
PCC PU 
1999 
PCC PU 
2000 
ISU PU 
2001 
ISU 
4g Estimates of parents' pre-tax incomes 
$29,999 or less 
$30,000-49,999 
$50,000 or more 
20.0 
23.0 
57.0 
41.5 
28.9 
29.4 
15.5 
17.6 
66.9 
26.2 
24.2 
49.5 
14.5 
16.4 
69.3 
12.4 
21.1 
66.4 
13.8 
15.4 
70.9 
11.0 
19.7 
69.2 
Total 100.0 99.8 100.0 99.9 100.2 99.9 100.1 99.9 
Item PU 
1993 
PCC PU 
1999 
PCC PU 
2000 
ISU PU 
2001 
ISU 
4h Parents' conjugal statuses 
Marriage/together 
Divorced/living apart 
One or both deceased 
73.9 
2.3 
3.8 
63.1 
29.4 
7.5 
75.0 
21.7 
3.3 
65.9 
29.8 
4.3 
75.9 
20.9 
3.2 
80.7 
16.6 
2.7 
75.5 
21.3 
3.1 
80.9 
16.3 
2.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 
Item PU 
1993 
PCC PU 
1999 
PCC PU 
2000 
ISU PU 
2001 
ISU 
4i Is English the student's native language 
Yes 
No 
93.4 
6.6 
91.4 
8.6 
93.8 
6.2 
97.3 
2.7 
91.8 
8.2 
98.1 
1.9 
91.5 
8.5 
98.2 
1.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Item 
1993 1999 2000 2001 
PU PCC PU PCC PU ISU PU ISU 
4j Rated selves in top 10% as to certain 
qualities 
Academic ability 73.4 32.4 75.6 39.6 74.5 77.5 75.9 77.6 
Competitiveness 62.6 45.8 59.9 46.5 58.4 60.2 58.0 61.7 
Cooperativeness 73.8 62.1 73.6 61.9 73.3 72.8 72.8 71.5 
Drive to achieve 72.9 53.5 73.6 53.9 72.2 71.8 73.0 72.1 
Emotional health 61.1 45.0 58.9 44.5 56.4 58.0 55.4 57.2 
Initiative N/A N/A 56.8 39.3 54.5 52.7 N/A N/A 
Leadership ability 59.2 41.4 63.0 46.6 61.9 64.8 60.8 63.3 
Persistence N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/a 63.8 64.4 
Popularity 47.0 32.1 43.0 31.0 42.6 42.5 39.4 40.3 
Intellectual self-confidence 63.8 40.2 64.1 45.5 62.9 66.7 61.8 63.7 
Social self-confidence 53.0 39.7 53.9 44.5 53.0 53.1 50.9 50.7 
Self-understanding N/A N/A 59.5 45.3 58.2 58.2 56.5 54.1 
Understand others 71.1 57.6 66.3 53.5 65.6 63.5 65.7 61.9 
Total (cumulative percent) 637.6 449.8 748.2 552.1 733.5 741.8 734.0 739.1 
Mean percentage 63.8 45.0 62.4 46.0 61.1 61.8 61.2 61.6 
cn 
KEY: BC=Boorie Campus; BCS=Boone Campus Summer; ISlNlowa State University; PCC-Public Community Colleges; PU-Public Universities w 
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APPENDIX C: SUPPLEMENTARY DATA 
This appendix includes the statistical information on the variables and constructs 
which was omitted from Ch. 4, Results, due to space considerations : Frequencies, factor 
analyses, and reliabilities. 
Frequencies 
The following tables (C57-C88) reveal the frequencies of the variable attributes which were 
not included in Ch. 4, Results. 
CI. Ages of students in 5-year steps (Item 2) 
Cum. 
Age Value Frequency Percent Percent 
15 TO 19 YRS 1 53 20. ,3 20. ,3 
20 TO 24 YRS 2 95 36. ,4 56. ,7 
25 TO 29 YRS 3 34 13. 0 69. 7 
30 TO 34 YRS 4 24 9. 2 78. 9 
35 TO 39 YRS 5 22 8. ,4 87. 3 
40 TO 44 YRS 6 13 5. 0 92. 3 
45 TO 49 YRS 7 15 5. 7 98. 0 
50 TO 54 YRS 8 2 .8 98. 8 
55 AND OLDER 9 3 1. 1 99. 9 
Total 261 100. 0 
Mean 3.0 (=27.0 years) 
Mode 2 
Median 2 
C2. Ethnic identities of students (Item 3) 
Valid Cum. 
Race/ethnic Group Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
ASIAN AMERICAN 1 10 3. 8 3.8 3. 8 
AFRICAN AMERICAN 2 3 1. 1 1.2 5. 0 
HISPANIC AMERICAN 3 2 .8 .8 5. 8 
NATIVE AMERICAN 4 3 1. . 1 1.2 6. 9 
WHITE AMERICAN 5 195 74. ,7 75.0 81. 9 
OTHER 6 47 18. 0 18.1 100, .0 
No response 1 .4 Missing 
Total 261 100. 0 100.0 
Mode 5 
C3. Locations of students' homes when they were of high school age (Item 4) 
Valid Cum. 
Location Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
CENTRAL IOWA 1 149 57, .1 57.5 57, .5 
ELSEWHERE IN IOWA 2 26 10. ,0 10.0 67. 6 
ANOTHER STATE 3 34 13. 0 13.1 80. 7 
ANOTHER COUNTRY 4 50 19. 2 19.3 100. 0 
NO RESPONSE 2 .8 Missinq 
Total 261 100. ,0 100.0 
Mode 1 
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C4. Credits for which the student is currently enrolled at DMACC-Boone Campus (Item 5) 
Credits Value Freg. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum. 
Percent 
0 THRU 6 CREDITS 1 180 69.0 70.3 70.3 
7 THRU 12 CREDITS 2 71 27.2 27.7 98.0 
13 THRU 18 CREDITS 3 5 1.9 2.0 100.0 
NO RESPONSE . 5 1.9 Missing 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode/Median 1 
C5. Student's usual enrollment status: full-time or part-time (Item 9) 
Status 
FULL-TIME 
PART-TIME 
Total 
Mode 
Value Freq. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
166 
89 
6 
261 
63.6 
34.1 
2.3 
1 0 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0  
Cum. 
Percent 
65.1 
34.9 
Missing 
65.1 
1 0 0 . 0  
C6. Students' previous college experiences 
C-6.1. Did student attend college previously (Item 10) 
Previous college status Value Freq. 
Valid Cum. 
Percent Percent Percent 
59.7 59.7 
40.3 100.0 
Missing 
DID NOT ATTEND PREVIOUSLY 1 151 57.9 
ATTENDED SOME YEARS AGO 2 102 39.1 
NO RESPONSE . 8 3.1 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 1 
C-6.2. Age of student at college previously (Item 10A)) 
Age Value Freq. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumul. 
Percent 
15 THRU 19 YEARS 1 62 23.8 67.4 67.4 
20 THRU 24 YEARS 2 24 9.2 26.1 93.5 
25 OR MORE YEARS 3 6 2.3 6.5 100.0 
169 64.8 Missinq 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode/Median 
C-6.3. Student's previous college experience: Did student drop out previously (Item 11) 
Valid Cum. 
Previous status Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
DID NOT DROP OUT 1 206 78.9 81.7 81.70 
DROPPED OUT 2 46 17.6 18.3 100.0 
9 3.4 Missinq 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 1 
C-6.4. Age of student when he or she dropped out (Item 11A) 
Aqe at Drop-Out Value Freq. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumul. 
Percent 
15 THRU 19 YEARS 1 23 8.8 52.3 52.3 
20 THRU 24 YEARS 2 15 5.7 34.1 86.4 
25 THRU 81 YEARS 3 6 2.3 13.6 100.0 
217 83.1 Missinq 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode/Median 1 
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C7. Total credits earned at all colleges attended (Item 12) 
Valid Cum. 
Credits Earned Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
0 CREDITS 0 14 5. 4 5. 8 5. 8 
1 THRU 10 CREDITS 1 22 8 . ,4 9. 1 14. ,9 
11 THRU 20 CREDITS 2 26 10. ,0 10. 7 25. 6 
21 THRU 30 CREDITS 3 33 12. .6 13. ,6 39. 3 
31 THRU 40 CREDITS 4 43 16. 5 17. ,8 57, .0 
41 THRU 50 CREDITS 5 22 8. ,4 9. 1 66. 1 
51 THRU 60 CREDITS 6 22 8 .4 9. ,1 75, .2 
61 THRU 70 CREDITS 7 24 9. 2 9. 9 85. 1 
71 THRU 80 CREDITS 8 15 5. 7 6. 2 91, .3 
81 THRU 300 CREDITS 9 21 8 .0 8, .7 100 .0 
NO RESPONSE 19 7 .3 Missinq 
Total 261 100 .0 100. 0 
Mode 
Median 
Mean 
4 
4 
4.24 -38 credits) 
C-8. Student's educational goal at this college (Item 15) 
Educational Goal Recoded Value Freq. Percent Valid % 
2 YR. ASSOCIATE DEGREE 1 130 49.8 48.5 
1 YR. OR LESS CERTIFICATE 2 10 3.8 3.7 
COMPLETE A FEW COURSES 3 66 25.3 24.6 
TRANSFER, NOT FINISH HERE 4 62 23.8 23.1 
2 Missinq 
Total 270 102.7* 99.9 
Mode 1 
* Total is more than 100%, because there were 9 multiple responses. 
** Valid percent is based on total responses that expressed a goal. 
C9. Student's long-term educational goal (Item 16) 
Educational Goal Value Freq. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum. 
Percent 
NO LONG-TERM GOAL 1 21 8.0 8.5 8.5 
1 YR. TECHNICAL CERTIF. 2 4 1.5 1.6 10.1 
2 YR. ASSOCIATE DEGREE 3 47 18.0 19.0 29.1 
4 YR. BACHELORS DEGREE 4 118 45.2 47.8 76.9 
POST-GRADUATE DEGREE 5 57 21.8 23.1 100.0 
14 5.4 Missinq 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode/Median 4 
CIO. Number of hours per week that the student is employed (Item 18) 
Valid Cum. 
Hours employed Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
ZERO HOURS 0 66 25. 3 28.3 28, .3 
1 THRU 10 HOURS 1 13 5. 0 5.6 33, .9 
11 THRU 20 HOURS 2 49 18. 8 21.0 54, ,9 
21 THRU 30 HOURS 3 28 10. ,7 12.0 67. ,0 
31 THRU 40 HOURS 4 61 23. ,4 26.2 93, ,1 
41 THRU 60 HOURS 5 16 6. 1 6.9 100. 0 
28 10. 7 Missinq 
Total 261 100. 0 100 . 0 
Mode 0 
Median 2 
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Cil. Student's relationship to his or her role model (Item 20) 
Recoded Valid Relevant 
Relationship Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent' 
FAMILY OR RELATIVE 1 52 19. ,9 20. ,9 38.2 
FRIEND, NOT A STUDENT 2 14 5. ,4 5. , 6 10.3 
FELLOW STUDENT 3 33 12. 6 13. 3 24.3 
TEACHER OR ADVISOR 4 19 7. 3 7. 6 14.0 
EMPLOYER OR COWORKER 5 9 3. ,4 3, .6 6.6 
OTHER 6 9 3, .4 3, .6 6.6 
NA,NO ROLE MODEL 7 113 43. 3 45, .4 N/A 
12 4, .6 Missinq 
Total 261 100, .0 100 .0 100.0 
Mode 7 (all respondents) 
Mode 1 (of those with a role model) 
•Relevant percent is based on those who had a role model. 
C12. Students' perceptions of the characteristics of their role models (Items 25-28) 
Student responds that "My academic role model is:" 
Item: 25 "like me in important ways" 
26 "a capable person" 
27 "an emotionally stable person" 
28 "a person who is fair to others" 
Response Value Item: 25 26 27 28 
TOTALLY DISAGREE 12 1 0 2 
2 5 2 2 1 
3 5 1 4 2 
4 15 4 8 8 
5 38 10 19 9 
6 39 33 44 44 
TOTALLY AGREE 7 _32 85 58 69 
N 136 136 135 135 
Mean 5.4 6.4 6.0 6.2 
Std. Dev. 1.4 1.1 1.2 1.2 
Mode 6 7 7 7 
Median 6 7 6 7 
C13. Personal significance of students' relationships to their role models (Items 33-35) 
"Relationship between my idea of myself and my role model (is):" 
Item: 33 "Believing in myself helped me find an academic role model" 
34 "Having an academic role model helped me believe in myself" 
35 "In my studies I am becoming like my academic role model" 
Response Value/Item: 33 34 35 
TOTALLY DISAGREE 1 3 5 3 
2 9 3 2 
3 5 2 4 
4 21 17 16 
5 29 24 42 
6 41 51 44 
TOTALLY AGREE 7 28 40 26 
N 136 142 137 
Mean 5.2 5.6 5. ,4 
Std. Dev 1.5 1.4 1. ,3 
Mode 6 6 6 
Median 6 6 6 
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C14. Students' views of how well their emotional support needs are met (Items 36-37) 
Student responds to the statement that : 
Item 36 "My emotional support needs are met" 
Item 37 "One person gives me the most support" 
Response Value Item: 36 37 
TOTALLY DISAGREE 1 6 20 
2 13 24 
3 16 25 
4 35 44 
5 84 61 
6 69 47 
TOTALLY AGREE 7 _32 33 
N 255 254 
Mean 5.0 4.5 
Std. Dev. 1.4 1.8 
Mode 5 5 
Median 5 5 
C15. Students' relationships to those who provide emotional support (Item 38) 
Relationship Value Freq. 
Relevant 
Percent Percent** 
NOT APPLICABLE (No One) 1 15 2. 2 na 
FRIEND, WHO IS A STUDENT 2 141 20. 6 21. 1 
FRIEND, NOT A STUDENT 3 133 19. 5 19. 9 
IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBER 4 186 27. 2 27. 8 
OTHER RELATIVE 5 76 11, .1 11. 4 
PASTOR OR SPIRITUAL COUNSELOR 6 23 3. 4 3. 4 
THERAPIST/MENTAL HEALTH COUNSELOR 7 12 1 .  8 1 .  8 
TEACHER OR SCHOOL COUNSELOR 8 66 9. 7 9. 9 
OTHER 9 31 4, .5 4. 6 
Total 683* 100, .0 99. 9 
Mode 4 
Total, more than 261 due to multiple responses, is percentage base. 
Relevant percent based on the responses of those who have support. 
C16. Student's relationship to the person who provides the most support (Item 39) 
Valid Relevant 
Relationship Recoded Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent* 
NOT APPLICABLE (None) 1 13 5. 0 5.4 na 
FRIEND 2 81 31. ,0 33.5 35. 4 
FAMILY MEMBER OR RELATIVE 3 120 46. 0 49.6 52. 4 
EMPLOYER/BOSS OR COWORKER 4-5 3 1 .  2 1.2 1 .  3 
STUDENT/TEACHER/ADVISOR 6-7 9 3. 4 3.8 3. 9 
OTHER 8 16 6. 1 6.6 7. 0 
19 7, .3 Missinq 
Total 261 100. 0 100.0 
Mode 3 
*Relevant percent is based on those who have support persons. 
C17. Relationship to support person who is a family member/relative (Items 39 & 40) 
Recoded Valid Cum. 
Relationship Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
SPOUSE 1 47 18. 0 30.5 30. ,5 
LIVE-IN PARTNER 2 15 5. 7 9.7 40. 3 
RELATIVE BY MARRIAGE 3 1 .4 .6 40. 9 
PARENT 4 74 28. ,4 48.1 89. 0 
BROTHER OR SISTER 5 12 4. 6 7.8 96. 8 
SON OR DAUGHTER 6 5 1. 9 3.2 100, .0 
OTHER 7 0 0. 0 
107 41, .0 Missinq 
Total 261 100, .0 100.0 
Mode 4 (of those responding) 
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CIS. Students' perceptions of the characteristics of their support persons (Items 45-48) 
"My emotional support person is:" 
Item: 45 "like me in important ways" 
46 "a capable person" 
47 "an emotionally stable person" 
48 "a person who is fair to others" 
Response Value Item: 45 46 47 48 
TOTALLY DISAGREE 1 8 4 7 7 
DISAGREE 2 2 4 3 2 
SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 3 11 2 3 2 
AGREE 4 24 8 11 7 
SOMEWHAT AGREE 5 47 23 29 27 
AGREE 6 77 72 92 85 
TOTALLY AGREE 7 58 114 82 97 
N 227 227 227 227 
Mean 5.5 6.1 5.9 6.0 
Std. Dev. 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.3 
Mode 6 7 6 7 
Median 6 7 6 6 
C19. Significance of the students' relationships with their support persons (Items 53-56) 
Item Student responds to the statement : 
53 "I give my ... emotional support in return for support of me" 
54 "Believing in myself helped me find an emotional support person" 
55 "Having a support person helped me to believe in myself" 
56 "I am completely lost when I can't find my support person" 
Response Value/Item:53 54 55 56 
Totally disagree 14 6 6 56 
2 3 8 6 52 
3 2 10 8 35 
4 10 39 15 33 
5 32 42 46 18 
6 81 68 72 17 
Totally agree 7 96 54 75 16 
N 228 227 228 227 
Mean value 6.0 5.3 5.6 3.1 
Std. Dev. 1.2 1.5 1.4 1.9 
Mode 7 6 7 1 
Median 6 6 6 3 
C20. Students' satisfaction with the responses of their support persons (Items 57-65) 
Student responds to: 
"I am satisfied with how my emotional support person..." 
Item: 57 "shares similar experiences with me" 
58 "helps keep up my morale" 
59 "is interested in my activities" 
60 "lets me talk about personal things" 
61 "tolerates my ups and downs" 
62 "takes my concerns seriously" 
63 "says things to clarify my situation" 
64 "will be there for me when needed" 
65 "meets my emotional support needs" 
Rs Value/Item:57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 
TD 1 5 6 3 4 2 3 4 2 4 
D 2 4 1 3 3 5 5 3 1 2 
SD 3 6 6 3 1 4 3 6 6 7 
N 4 27 15 17 9 8 8 9 6 6 
SA 5 42 46 41 39 29 29 44 18 38 
A 6 79 85 81 71 74 80 86 75 82 
TA 7 64 69 80 101 106 100 76 120 89 
N 227 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 
Mean 5.6 5.7 5.9 6.0 6.1 6.0 5.8 6.2 6.  
Std. Dev. 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1 1 .  
Mode 6 6 6 7 7 7 6 7 7 
Median 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 6 
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Item: 66  
67 
68 
69 (not taken for 
C21. Students' responses that reflect their views of themselves, or their self-esteem 
(Items 66-82) 
THE WORDING OF QS. 66-76 IS SUBJECT TO COPYRIGHT RESTRICTION. (Except for the items that are 
marked with an asterisk* and in quotation marks, which are the exact wording, the subject 
matter addressed in each item that follows is summarized in parentheses.) 
Responses as to whether: 
(students tend not to be satisfied with themselves) 
"I can make up my mind without too much difficulty" (decisiveness) 
(students' tend to require much time to adjust to change) 
"my family usually considers my feelings when making decisions" 
granted by family) 
"things are mixed up in my life" (confusion in life situation) 
(students tend to express a low opinion of themselves) 
"if I have something to say, I usually say it"(open expression) 
(students' perceptions of not being comparatively well-liked) 
(students' perceptions that they are under pressure from their families) 
(students tend to be discouraged in regard to their efforts) 
"I feel that I can't be depended upon." (not dependable) 
* Reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, Mind Garden, Inc., 1690 Woodside 
Road #202, Redwood City, CA 94061 USA www.mindqarden.com from the Coopersmith Self Esteem 
Inventory for Adults by Stanley Coopersmith. Copyright 1981, 2002 by Stanley Coopersmith. 
All rights reserved. Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publishers's written 
consent. 
70* 
71 
72* 
73 
74 
75 
76* 
WORDING OF QUESTIONS 77-82 IS NOT UNDER COPYRIGHT: 
77 they feel that they are capable as a person 
they see themselves as emotionally stable 
they see themselves as treating people fairly 
they sometimes drink too much 
Item: 
78 
79 
80 
81 they have a substance abuse problem 
82 they felt good about themselves at high school age 
Rs *V* * 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 
TD 1 6 4 28 12 52 66 5 35 66 31 108 3 4 6 149 211 34 
0 2 31 12 66 13 36 54 17 63 63 75 69 4 7 3 35 16 16 
SD 3 20 20 45 26 37 44 35 42 29 38 32 4 8 4 16 7 37 
N 4 30 35 34 46 33 30 35 61 33 34 18 14 25 14 15 8 45 
SA 5 73 68 38 52 41 34 50 27 31 34 11 45 52 32 17 6 36 
A 6 48 85 27 78 26 17 62 16 19 28 13 102 99 110 15 2 54 
TA 7 52 37 23 31 33 16 55 16 19 21 9 89 64 91 14 11 36 
Mean 
Std.Dev. 
Mode 
Median 
N 260 261 261 
4.9 5.1 
1.7 
5 
5 
1.4 
5 
5 
258 258 
3.6 4.8 
1.8 1.6 
2 6 
3 5 
261 259 
3.7 3.1 
2.0 1.8 
5 1 
4 3 
260 260 261 
5.0 3.4 3.1 
1.6 1.7 1.9 
6 2 1 
5 3 3 
260 261 259 
3.5 2.3 5.9 
1.8 1.7 1.2 
2 16 
3 2 6 
260 261 261 258 
5.6 5.9 2.3 1.6 4.3 
1.3 1.3 1.9 1.5 1.9 
6  6  1 1 6  
6  6  1 1 4  
*Rs = Response **V = Value 
C22. Students' perceptions of their own adjustments to academic life (Items 84-94) 
"Concerning my personal situation in college:" 
Item: 84 "I see myself as a successful student." 
85 "I feel ... little control over what happens to me at school." 
86 "I feel isolated from other students." 
87 "I have emotional stress in adapting to college life." 
88 "I have the emotional strength to cope with college stress." 
89 "I expect to drop out ... before I meet my academic goal here." 
90 "I can find the resources to reach my college goal." 
91 "I have the perseverance within me to reach my college goal." 
92 "When I started college here I felt that 1 would not succeed." 
93 "I will be able to reach any future academic goal I may set...." 
94 "The academic standards of my high school were excellent." 
Response Value/Item: : 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 
Total. Disagree 1 3 63 69 64 11 186 22 4 118 4 28 
Disagree 2 5 71 78 52 9 36 22 4 50 2 23 
Somewhat Disag. 3 8 41 23 26 14 10 17 4 16 6 20 
Neither 4 33 28 38 41 27 12 27 21 23 24 50 
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Somewhat Agree 5 77 40 28 45 60 2 36 31 25 41 58 
Agree 6 88 11 16 18 87 7 71 85 15 100 47 
Totally Agree 7 47 6 7 15 52 6 65 110 12 83 35 
Missing . 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 1 0 
N 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 
Mean 5.4 2.9 2.8 3.2 5.2 1.7 5.0 6.0 2.5 5.8 4.4 
Std. Dev. 1.2 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.4 1.9 1.3 1.9 1.2 1.8 
Mode 6 2 2 1 6 1 6 7 1 6 5 
Median 6 2 2 3 6 1 6 6 2 6 5 
C23. Student's grade averages : High school, college and current (Items 95 
The student's estimate of his/her grade average for 
Item:95 high school class work. 
96 all semesters of college attended. 
97 class work completed this semester. 
Recoded 
Value Grade Item: 95 96 97 
1 0- OR LOWER 5 2 3 
2 0 TO D+ 11 4 6 
3 C- TO C 51 28 29 
4 C+ TO B- 60 48 40 
5 B TO B+ 101 108 97 
6 A- TO A 33 46 77 
Total 261 256 252 
Mode 5 5 5 
Median 5 5 5 
C24. Students' estimates of this semester's grades: 
C24.1. Course grades of C or better expected, Item 98. 
Estimated Grades Value Freq. % Valid % Cumul. % 
ALL Cs OR BETTER 1 204 78.2 78 .8 78.8 
MOST Cs OR BETTER 2 36 13.8 13 .9 92.7 
HALF Cs OR BETTER 3 13 5.0 5 .0 97.7 
LESS THAN HALF Cs/BETTER 4 2 .8 .8 98.5 
NONE, NO Cs OR BETTER 5 4 1.5 1 .5 100.0 
2 .8 Missing 
Total 261 100.0 100. 0 
Mode 1 
Median 1 
C24.2. Courses student expects to fail, Item 99. 
Expected F Grades Value Frequency % Valid % Cumul. 
ALL OF THEM 
MOST OF THEM 
HALF OF THEM 
LESS THAN HALF 
NONE OF THEM 
Total 
Mode 
Median 
1 4 1.5 1 .6 1. 6 
2 1 .4 .4 2. 0 
3 5 1.9 2 .0 3. 9 
4 6 2.3 2 .4 6. 3 
5 239 91.6 93 .7 100. 0 
6 2.3 Missinq 
261 100.0 100. 0 
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C25. Hours per week of study (Item 100) 
Valid Cum. 
Time Studying Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
O THRU 4 HOURS 1 55 21. ,1 22.4 22.4 
5 THRU 9 HOURS 2 70 26. ,8 28.6 51.0 
10 THRU 14 HOURS 3 53 20. 3 21.6 72.7 
15 THRU 19 HOURS 4 20 7. 7 8.2 80.8 
20 THRU 24 HOURS 5 28 10, ,7 11.4 92.2 
25 THRU 29 HOURS 6 6 2, .3 2.4 94.7 
30 THRU 60 HOURS 7 13 5. 0 5.3 100.0 
16 6. 1 Missinq 
Total 261 100, .0 100.0 
Median/Mode 2 
C26. Types of discrimination experienced by the student at this college (Items 101-110) 
"I have been discriminated against or felt prejudice concerning:" 
Item: 101. My race or ethnic group 106. My size or weight 
102. My gender 107. My disability or illness 
103. My age 108. My parents' social class 
104. My marital status 109. My family's past behavior 
105. My present social class 110. My own reputation (past " ) 
Response Value/Item:101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108 109 110 
Totally Disagree 1 186 189 173 192 176 178 199 199 205 196 
Disagree 2 21 28 34 29 33 35 30 27 26 26 
Somewhat Disagree 3 4 7 13 10 12 10 5 8 5 4 
Neither 4 13 12 11 9 18 13 10 8 9 16 
Somewhat Agree 5 13 7 10 9 6 9 6 4 5 5 
Agree 6 9 6 9 5 7 6 3 6 2 4 
Totally Agree 7 9 4 4 0 2 3 0 1 1 2 
Missing 6 8 7 7 7 1 8 8 8 8 
N 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 261 
Mean 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.7 2.5 2.5 2.7 2.7 2.8 
Mode 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Median 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
C27. Students' present and past marital status 
C27.1. Student's marital status (Item 111) 
Marital Status Value Freq. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
MARRIED 
SEPARATED 
DIVORCED 
WIDOWED 
NEVER MARRIED 
Total 
Mode 
73 
5 
30 
1 
147 
5 
261 
2 8 . 0  
1.9 
11.5 
.4 
56.3 
1.9 
1 0 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0  
Cum. 
Percent 
28.5 
2 . 0  
11.7 
.4 
57.4 
Missinq 
28 
30, 
42 
42, 
100, 
C27.2. All of the students' marital statuses since age 16 (Item 112) 
Response Marital Status Value Frequency Percent* 
1 MARRIED 1 90 28, .4 
2 SEPARATED 2 16 5. 0 
3 DIVORCED 3 35 11, .0 
4 WIDOWED 4 1 .3 
5 NEVER MARRIED 5 175 55, .2 
Total 317* 100, .1% 
Total multiple responses, 317, is the basis of the percentages. 
i§a 
C28. Whether student has a live-in partner (Item 113) 
Valid Cum. 
Cohabitation Status Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
FULL-TIME LIVE-IN PARTNER 1 33 12. ,6 20.0 20. 0 
PART-TIME LIVE-IN PARTNER 2 15 5. 7 9.1 29. 1 
NO LIVE-IN PARTNER 3 117 44. ,8 70.9 100. 0 
96 36, .8 Missinq 
Total 261 100 .0 100.0 
Mode 3 
C29. Dependents and others in students' households: 
C29.1. Number of adult children (age 18 or older) living with the student (Item 115) 
No. Adult Children Value Freq. % Valid % Cum. , % 
NONE 0 183 70. 1 78.5 78. ,5 
ONE 1 27 10, .3 11.6 90. 1 
TWO 2 19 7 , .3 8.2 98. 3 
THREE 3 3 1. 1 1.3 99. ,6 
FOUR TO SIX 4 1 
28 10. 
.4 
7 
.4 
Missinq 
100. 0 
Total 261 100 .0 100.0 
Mode 0 
Median 0 
Mean 0.3 ( = -.3 adult children living with student) 
C29.2 Student's total number of dependents (Item 116) 
Valid Cum. 
No. Dependents Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
NONE 0 116 44.4 48.9 48.9 
ONE 1 43 16.5 18.1 67.1 
TWO 2 39 14.9 16.5 83.5 
THREE 3 27 10.3 11.4 94.9 
FOUR TO SIX 4 12 4.6 5.1 100.0 
24 9.2 Missinq 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 0 
Median 1 
Mean 1.1 (= -1.1 dependents) 
C30. Whether students who are parents live in a two-parent household (Item 117) 
Parents in Household Value Freq. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum. 
Percent 
TWO PARENT HOUSEHOLD 1 56 21.5 56.6 56.6 
FULL-TIME SINGLE PARENT 2 37 14.2 37.4 93.9 
PART-TIME SINGLE PARENT 3 6 2.3 6.1 100.0 
162 62.1 Missinq 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 1 
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C31. Socioeconomic status (SES): 
C31.1. SES of Student, Item 118: 
Class* value Freq. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum. 
Percent 
UPPER CLASS 1 4 1. 5 1. ,6 1.6 
UPPER MIDDLE CLASS 2 28 10. ,7 11. ,3 13.0 
MIDDLE OF MIDDLE CLASS 3 63 24. 1 25. 5 38.5 
LOWER MIDDLE CLASS 4 40 15, .3 16. 2 54.7 
UPPER WORKING CLASS 5 42 16, .1 17. 0 71.7 
LOWER WORKING CLASS 6 32 12 .3 13. 0 84.6 
LOWER CLASS 7 38 14 .6 15, .4 100.0 
14 5 .4 Missinq 
Total 261 100 .0 100, .0 
Mode 3 
Median 4 
C31.2 SES of family of orientation (Item 123) 
Valid Cum. 
Social Class* Value Freq. Percent Percent Percei 
UPPER CLASS 1 6 2. ,3 2.3 2. ,3 
UPPER MIDDLE CLASS 2 47 18. 0 18.3 20. 6 
MIDDLE OF MIDDLE CLASS 3 87 33. 3 33.9 54. 5 
LOWER MIDDLE CLASS 4 43 16. 5 16.7 71. 2 
UPPER WORKING CLASS 5 46 17. 6 17.9 89. ,1 
LOWER WORKING CLASS 6 21 8. 0 8.2 97, .3 
LOWER CLASS 7 7 2. 7 2.7 100, .0 
4 1. 5 Missing 
Total 261 100. 0 100.0 
Mode/Median 3 
* Definitions of class terms: 
1) Wealthiest 2% of community 5) Skilled blue collar workers 
2) Top professionals/managers 6) Semi-skilled blue collar workers 
3) Other professionals/managers 7) Unskilled/unemployed poor. 
4) Other white collar workers 
C32. Educational levels of student's parents : 
C32.1. Mother's education (Item 119) 
Valid Cum. 
Value Label Value Freq. Percent Percent Perce: 
GRADE 6 OR LESS 1 14 5, .4 5.4 5. 4 
GRADES 7 TO 11 2 45 17. 2 17.5 23. ,0 
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA 3 101 38. 7 39.3 62. ,3 
1-2 YRS OF COLLEGE 4 38 14. 6 14.8 77 . ,0 
2-3 YRS OF COLLEGE 5 23 8. 8 8.9 86. 0 
4 YR COLLEGE DEGREE 6 21 8, .0 8.2 94. ,2 
POST GRADUATE DEGREE 7 15 5. 7 5.8 100. ,0 
4 1, .5 Missinq 
Total 261 100, .0 100.0 
C32.2. Father's education (Item 120) 
Value Label Value Freq. Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumul 
Percen 
GRADE 6 OR LESS 1 17 6. 5 6.7 6.7 
GRADES 7 TO 11 2 34 13. 0 13.3 20.0 
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA 3 102 39. 1 40.0 60.0 
1-2 YRS OF COLLEGE 4 28 10. 7 11.0 71.0 
2-3 YRS OF COLLEGE 5 19 7. 3 7.5 78.4 
4 YR COLLEGE DEGREE 6 28 10. 7 11.0 89,4 
POST GRADUATE DEGREE 7 27 10. 3 10.6 100.0 
6 2. 3 Missinq 
Total 261 100 .0 100.0 
Mode 3 
Median 3 
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C33. Occupational statuses of students' parents : 
C33.1. Mothers' occupational status (Item 121) 
Occupational Status Value Freq. % Valid % Cum. 
FULL-TIME HOMEMAKER/MOTHER 
PART-TIME WORKER OUTSIDE HOME 
FULL-TIME WORKER OUTSIDE HOME 
Total 
Mode 3 
C33.2. Fathers' occupational status (Item 122) 
Valid Cum. 
Occupational Status Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
1 98 37 .5 38.7 38. 7 
2 49 18 .8 19.4 58. 1 
3 106 40 .6 41.9 100 .0 
8 3. 1 Missing 
261 100. 0 100.0 
FULL-TIME HOMEMAKER/FATHER 1 8 3.1 3.2 3. 2 
PART-TIME WORKER OUTSIDE HOME 2 7 2.7 2.8 6. 0 
FULL-TIME WORKER OUTSIDE HOME 3 233 89.3 94.0 100. 0 
13 5.0 Missing 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 3 
C34. Aspects of the students' parental figures : 
C34.1. All previous marital statuses of the parental figures who raised 
(Item 124) 
Response Marital Status Value Freq. Percent 
1 NEVER MARRIED, NOT LIVING TOGETHER 1 5 1.6 
2 NEVER MARRIED, LIVING TOGETHER 2 5 1.6 
3 DIVORCED 3 37 12.2 
4 SEPARATED 4 12 3.9 
5 WIDOWED 5 12 3.9 
6 MARRIED AND LIVING TOGETHER 6 233 76.6 
Total 304* 99.8* 
Mode 6 
Percentages are based on total multiple responses (= 304). 
C34.2. Marital statuses of their parents when the students were high school age (Item 125) 
Valid Cum. 
Parents' Marital Status Value Freq. %• % % 
NEVER MARRIED, NOT LIVING TOGETHER 1 0 
NEVER MARRIED, LIVING TOGETHER 2 0 
DIVORCED 3 32 12. 3 12.5 12. ,5 
SEPARATED 4 5 1. 9 2.0 14. 5 
WIDOWED 5 14 5. 4 5.5 19. 9 
MARRIED AND LIVING TOGETHER 6 205 78. 5 80.1 100. ,0 
5 1. 9 Missing 
Total 261 100, .0 100.0 
Mode 6 
C35. Kinds of parental figures who raised the students (Item 126) 
Kind of parental figures Value* Freq. % Valid % Cumul. % 
TWO PARENTS ABOUT EQUALLY 1 150 57. 5 58.4 58. ,4 
ALMOST ENTIRELY 1 PARENT 2 33 12. 6 12.8 71, ,2 
MOSTLY 1 PARENT (PARTLY BY OTHER) 3 51 19. 5 19.8 91, .0 
MOSTLY 1 PARENT (& BY STEPPARENT) 4 8 3. 1 3.1 94. ,1 
CLOSE RELATIVE, LIKE GRANDPARENT 5 6 2. 3 2.3 96. ,4 
A CLOSE FRIEND OF THE FAMILY 6 2 .8 .8 97. 2 
OTHER 7 7 2. 7 2.7 100 % 
*Recoded 4 1, .5 Missing 
Total 261 100. 0 100.0 
Mode 1 
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C36. Gender of the parental figures who raised the students (Item 127) 
Gender of Parents Value Freq. % Valid % Cumul 
EQUALLY MALE & FEMALE PARENTS 1 157 60. ,2 62.3 62.3 
MOSTLY FEMALE PARENT 2 79 30. 3 31.3 93.7 
MOSTLY A MALE PARENT 3 16 6. 1 6.3 100.0 
9 3. 4 Missing 
Total 261 100 .0 100.0 
Mode 
C37. Healthiness of childhood family relationships : 
C371. Whether the relationships were healthy (Item 128) 
Valid 
Description Value Freq. Percent Percent 
HEALTHY RELATIONSHIPS/FUNCTIONAL 1 165 63.2 65.0 
UNHEALTHY RELATNSHPS./DISFUNCTNL. 2 89 34.1 35.0 
7 2.7 Missing 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 1 
C37.2. Types of unhealthy relationships, Item 129 (Item 128 : Dysfunctional) 
Description Value Freq. Percent 
FIGHTING BETWEEN ADULTS 1 54 20, .7 
SUBSTANCE ABUSE OR ADDICTION 2 37 14. 2 
1 PERSON DOMINATED FAMILY TOTALLY 3 33 12. 6 
ABUSE OF AN ADULT(S) 4 16 6. 1 
ABUSE OF CHILDREN 5 28 10. 7 
CHILDREN WERE "PARENTS" OF ADULTS 6 16 6, .1 
ILL/DISABLED MEMBER TOOK THE ENERGY 7 11 4. 2 
SINGLE PARENT COULD NOT DO IT ALONE 8 7 2, ,7 
LACK OF HONEST COMMUNICATION 9 44 16, .9 
OTHER 10 14 5, .4 
Total (some responses were multiple) 260 99, .6% 
Mode 1 
C38. Healthiness of adult family relationships : 
C38.1. Whether the relationships were healthy (Item 131) 
Health of Relationship Value Freq. % Valid % 
HEALTHY RELATIONSHIPS/FUNCTIONAL 1 155 59.4 68.6 
UNHEALTHY RELATNSHPS/DYSFUNCTNL. 2 71 27.2 31.4 ' 
. 35 13.4 Missing 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 1 
C38.2. Types of unhealthy relationships, Item 132 (Item 131: "dysfunctional") 
Type of Relationship Value Freq. Percent 
FIGHTING BETWEEN ADULTS 1 50 26. 7 
SUBSTANCE ABUSE OR ADDICTION 2 32 17. 1 
1 PERSON DOMINATED FAMILY TOTALLY 3 19 10. ,2 
ABUSE OF AN ADULT(S) 4 12 6. 4 
ABUSE OF CHILDREN 5 8 4. 3 
CHILDREN WERE "PARENTS" OF ADULTS 6 7 3. 7 
ILL/DISABLED MEMBER TOOK THE ENERGY 7 7 3. 7 
SINGLE PARENT COULD NOT DO IT ALONE 8 8 4. ,3 
LACK OF HONEST COMMUNICATION 9 37 19. 8 
OTHER 10 7 3. 7 
Total (some responses were multiple) 187 99. 9% 
Mode 1 
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C39. Population sizes of the home communities of the students : 
C39.1. Size of home community at age 16 (Item 134) 
Population Value Freq. Valid % Cumul. % 
FARM (POP. UNSPECIFIED) 1 27 10. 3 10.8 10. 8 
VILLAGE (POP. UNDER 400) 2 11 4. 2 4.4 15. ,1 
TOWN (POPULATION 400-1,999) 3 37 14. 2 14.7 29. ,9 
LARGER TOWN (POP. 2000-9,999) 4 60 23. 0 23.9 53. 8 
SMALL CITY (POP. 10,000-49,999) 5 60 23. 0 23.9 77. 7 
MEDIUM CITY (POP. 50,000-249,999) 6 18 6. 9 7.2 84. 9 
LARGE CITY (POP. 250,000 OR MORE) 7 38 14. 6 15.1 100. 0 
10 3, .8 Missing 
Total 261 100 .0 100.0 
Mode 4/5 
Median 4 
Mean 4.4 (= -9,000 population) 
C39.2 Size of community where students attended high school (Item 135) 
Population Value Freq. % Valid % Cumul. % 
VILLAGE (POP. UNDER 400) 
TOWN (POPULATION 400-1,999) 
LARGER TOWN (POP. 2000-9,999) 
SMALL CITY ( " 10,000-49,999) 
MEDIUM CITY ( " 50,000-249,999) 
LARGE CITY ( " 250,000 OR MORE) 
1 6 2. ,3 2.5 2. 5 
2 50 19. 2 20.8 23. 3 
3 65 24. 9 27.1 50. 4 
4 61 23. 4 25.4 75. 8 
5 16 6. 1 6.7 82. 5 
6 42 16. 1 17.5 100. 0 
21 8. 0 Missing 
Total 
Mode 
Median 
Mean 
2 6 1  1 0 0 . 0  1 0 0 . 0  
3 
3 
3.5 ( = 
-10,000 population) 
C40. Students' ages at their greatest life crises (Item 136) 
Student's Age Value Freq. % Valid % Cumul. % 
UP TO 14 YEARS 0 56 21. 5 30.6 30, .6 
15 TO 19 YEARS 1 77 29. 5 42.1 72. 7 
20 TO 24 YEARS 2 27 10. 3 14.8 87. 4 
25 TO 29 YEARS 3 8 3. 1 4.4 91. 8 
30 TO 34 YEARS 4 9 3. 4 4.9 96. 7 
35 TO 39 YEARS 5 3 1. ,1 1.6 98. 4 
40 TO 44 YEARS 6 2 ,8 1.1 99. 5 
45 TO 49 YEARS 7 1 
78 29. 
.4 
,9 
.5 
Missing 
100. 0 
Total 261 100. 0 100.0 
Mode 1 
Median 1 
Mean 1.2 (= -18 years) 
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C41. Types of abuse experienced by the student (Items 137-147) 
Student response to the statement: 
Item: 137. "I was neglected as a child" 
138. "I was abused as a child" 
139. "I was an emotionally abused child" 
140. "I was physically abused as a child" 
141. "I was sexually abused as a child" 
142. "I was sexually assaulted as a child" 
143. "I was sexually assaulted as an adult" 
144. "I have been abused as an adult" 
145. "I was/am an emotionally abused adult" 
146. "I was/am a physically abused adult" 
147. "I was/am a sexually abused adult" 
Response Value/Item: 137 138 139 140 141 142 143 144 145 146 147 
TOTALLY DISAGREE 1 147 183 166 194 217 210 216 188 171 210 225 
DISAGREE 2 36 16 13 14 8 10 10 9 15 10 
SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 3 15 6 17 9 4 4 3 8 11 3 
NEITHER 4 20 11 10 7 2 3 7 9 7 3 
SOMEWHAT AGREE 5 18 10 14 7 4 4 4 7 12 7 
AGREE 6 6 10 13 7 5 7 4 18 20 8 
TOTALLY AGREE 7 7 17 19 13 12 11 6 12 14 9 
N 249 253 252 251 252 
Mean 2.08 2.00 2.24 1.77 1.54 
Std. dev. 1.65 1.90 2.01 1.69 1.53 
Mode 11111111111 
Median 11111111111 
249 250 251 
1.58 1.44 1.96 
1.56 1.30 1.88 
11 
4 
3 
1 
3 
3 
250 250 250 
2.16 1.59 1.26 
1.98 1.55 .97 
C42. Situation that led to college enrollment now: 
C42.1. In general, the situation was (Item 148) 
Situation Recoded Value Freq. S S Valid % 
MY PLAN AFTER HIGH SCHOOL 1 95 36. 4 38.6 
GET GOOD JOB/NOT DEAD END 2 22 8. 5 8.9 
FAMILY CRISIS 3 21 8. 0 8.5 
LIFE TRANSITION 4 8 3. 1 3.3 
ADVANCEMENT ON THE JOB 5 25 9. 6 10.2 
SELF-IMPROVEMENT 6 52 19. 9 21.1 
OTHER 7 23 8. 9 9.3 
15 5. 7 Missing 
Total 2 61 100. 0 100.0 
Mode 1 
C42.2. Specific crisis Z(Item 149) (Item 148: "Crisis") 
Situation Value Freq. Percent Valid 
MY SEPARATION/DIVORCE 1 21 8. 0 43.8 
PARENTS' SEPARATION/DIVORCE 2 2 .8 4.2 
DEATH OF SPOUSE OR CHILD 3 1 .4 2.1 
DEATH OF PARENT OR SIBLING 4 5 1. 9 10.4 
SERIOUS ILLNESS IN FAMILY/SELF 5 5 1, .9 10.4 
PREGNANCY (OF/BY STUDENT) 6 2 .8 4.2 
UNEMPLOYMENT OF SELF/SPOUSE 7 3 1. 1 6.3 
CHEM. ADDICTION OF SELF/SPOUSE 8 2 .8 4.2 
ABUSE IN THE FAMILY 9 0 0. 0 0.0 
OTHER 10 7 2 . 7 14 . 6 
213 81. 6 Missing 
Total 261 100. 0 100.0 
Mode (valid cases) 1 
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C43. Who took the initiative in family crises: 
C43.1. Who acted in a family break-up (Item 150) (Item 148: Separation/Divorce) 
Valid Cum. 
Who took initiative Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
STUDENT 1 21 8.0 75.0 75.0 
OTHER FAMILY MEMBER 2 7 2.7 25.0 100.0 
233 89.3 Missing 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 1 
C43.2. Who acted to overcome family denial (Item 151) (Item 148: Addiction/Abuse) 
Valid Cum. 
Value Label Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
STUDENT TOOK ACTION 1 15 5, .7 75.0 75.0 
OTHER PERSON TOOK ACTION 2 5 1. 9 25.0 100.0 
241 92. 3 Missinq 
Total 261 100, .0 100.0 
Mode 
C44. Specific life/family transition, Item 152 (item 148 : "Transition" ) 
Recoded Valid Cum. 
Situation Value Freq. 
IMPROVE SELF FOR CHILD'S FUTURE 
MY CHILD ENTERED JR. OR HIGH SCHOOL 
MY CHILD ENTERED COLLEGE/TRADE SCHOOL 
MY CHILD GOING OUT ON HIS OR HER OWN 
OTHER 
Total 
Mode (valid cases) 
1 8 3. ,1 53.3 53. 3 
2 1 .4 6.7 60. 0 
3 1 .4 6.7 66. 7 
4 3 1. 2 20.0 86, .7 
5 2 .8 13,3 100. 0 
246 94. 3 Missing 
1 
261 100. 0 100.0 
C45. Students' self-esteem as the situation unfolded (Items 153-155) 
(Item 148 : "Crisis" or "transition") 
Item: 153. "Before the crisis or transition occurred my self-esteem was" 
154. "As the crisis or transition occurred, my self-esteem was" 
155. "After I took action to deal with the crisis/transition, my self-esteem was" 
Self-Esteem Value/Item: 153 154 155 
1 VERY LOW 1 16 13 2 
2 LOW 2 7 15 2 
3 SOMEWHAT LOW 3 6 16 7 
4 NEUTRAL 4 21 22 27 
5 SOMEWHAT HIGH 5 18 13 25 
6 HIGH 6 14 7 11 
7 VERY HIGH 7 9 4 16 
N 91 90 90 
Mean 4. ,1 3. ,5 4 
Std. Dev. 1 .  9 1 .  ,7 1 
Mode 4 4 4 
Median 4 3 5 
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C46. Student's perceived self-esteem at each step taken to attend college here 
(Items 156-160) 
Item: 
156. "Before I decided to enroll [here] my self-esteem was" 
157. "When I decided to enroll [here] my self-esteem was" 
158. "When I actually enrolled [here] my self-esteem was" 
159. "When I first attended classes [here] my self-esteem was" 
160. "As I attend classes at this college my self-esteem is" 
Self-Esteem Value/Item: 156 157 158 159 160 
VERY LOW 1 9 3 2 2 2 
LOW 2 12 10 5 6 2 
SOMEWHAT LOW 3 28 21 19 28 11 
NEUTRAL 4 55 49 39 46 31 
SOMEWHAT HIGH 5 57 71 70 63 62 
HIGH 6 54 63 72 60 92 
VERY HIGH 7 25 24 34 35 40 
N 240 241 241 240 240 
Mean 4. 7 4. 9 5. ,2 5. ,0 5. ,4 
Std. Dev. 1. 5 1, .3 1. 3 1. ,4 1. ,2 
Mode 5 5 6 5 6 
Median 5 5 5 5 6 
C47. whether student plans to transfer to another college within a year after DMACC 
(Item 161) 
Valid Cum. 
Value Label Value Freq. Percent Percent Percent 
YES, PLAN TO TRANSFER 1 152 58.2 67.0 67.0 
NO, DO NOT PLAN TRANSFER 2 75 28.7 33.0 100.0 
34 13.0 Missinq 
Total 261 100.0 100.0 
Mode 1 
Factor Analysis 
C48. Factor analyses of Constructs A-O, students' perceptions of: 
C48.1. Their role models' character traits (Items 26-28) 
FACTOR MATRIX : 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1* 
N26CAPBL .888 
N27STABL .843 
N28RFAIR .890 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE 
N26CAPBL .789 * 1 2.291 76.4 
N27STABL .710 * 
N28RFAIR .792 * 
* Extraction method used for A-O: Principal component analysis. 
C48.2. How their role models may see them (Items 29-32) 
FACTOR MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 
N290BSUC .76417 
N300CAPB .94467 
N310FAIR .80641 
N320STBL .65545 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE 
N290BSUC .58395 * 1 2.556 63.9 
N300CAPB .89240 * 
N310FAIR . 65029 * 
N320STBL .42961 * 
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C48.3. Their support persons' character traits (Items 46-48) 
FACTOR MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1* 
N46CAPBL .91654 
N47STABL .89639 
N48EFAIR .88648 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * 
N46CAPBL .83852 * 
N47STABL .80349 * 
N48EFAIR .78517 * 
FACTOR EIGENVALOE % VARIANCE 
1 2.426 80.9 
C48.4. How their support persons may see them (Items 49-52) 
FACTOR MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 
N490STBL .77715 
N50050CS .76788 
N510CAPB .80814 
N520FAIR .80971 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE 
N490STBL .60396 * 1 2.502 62.6 
NSOOSOCS .58965 * 
N510CAPB .65308 * 
N520FAIR .65563 * 
C48.5. Satisfaction at support persons' responses (Items 57-65) 
FACTOR MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 
N57EXPRN .65773 
N58MORLE .77316 
N59INTRS .68726 
N60ITALK .78592 
N610PADN .80291 
N62CNCRN .83522 
N63CLRFY .83437 
N64THERE .71294 
N65NEEDS .83587 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMUNALITY * 
N57EXPRN .43261 * 
N58MORLE .59778 * 
N59INTRS .47233 * 
N60ITALK .61767 * 
N61UPADN .64467 * 
N62CNCRN .69759 * 
N63CLRFY .69618 * 
N64THERE .50828 * 
N65NEEDS .69869 * 
FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE 
5.366 59.6 
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C48.6. Factor analysis of the self-esteem construct (Items 68-82) 
FINAL STATISTICS (OBLIMIN CONVERGED IN 20 ITERATIONS) 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY 
N66CHNGE .44518 * 1 
N67MMIND .12610 * 2 
N68MENEW .31624 * 3 
N69FAMLY .38850 * 
N70MIXOP .50203 
N71LOWME .56853 
N72ISAYT .08409 
N73NOLIK .49058 
N74PSHME .28664 * 
N75DSCRG .54804 
N76NODPN .48972 
N77IMCAP .77104 
N78STABL .74302 * 
N79IFAIR .28084 * 
N80DRINK .36555 * 
N81IDROG .99900 * 
N82GHSME .18800 
STRUCTURE MATRIX : 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 
N66CHNGE .05468 .21272 .63610 
N67MMIND -.02156 .34463 -.14083 
N68MENEW .18910 .23366 .54235 
N69FAMLY -.08420 .17664 -.06899 
N70MIXOP .14817 .35504 .61197 
N71LOWME .30844 .38509 .73491 
N72ISAYT -.08343 .27268 -.13712 
N73NOLIK .25925 .32755 .68616 
N74PSHME .35716 .16831 .45477 
N75DSCRG .31897 .32982 .67694 
N76NODPN .34910 .40970 .52377 
N77IMCAP -.16832 .82979 -.39738 
N78STABL -.13538 .82386 -.45399 
N79IFAIR -.24273 .50315 -.17302 
N80DRINK .59725 .07736 .19198 
N811DRUG .98622 .30876 .27375 
N82GHSME -.06683 .27885 -.16317 
FACTOR EIGENVALOE % VAR COM 
2 . 1 0 0 0 8  
3.36485 
1.15723 
12.4 
19.8 
6 . 8  
12.4 
32.1 
39.0 
FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX : 
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 
FACTOR 1 1.00000 
FACTOR 2 .20304 1.00000 
FACTOR 3 .27813 .39847 1.00000 
C48.7. Their own character traits (Items 77-79) 
FACTOR MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1** 
N77IMCAP 
N78STABL 
N79IFAIR 
.864 
.850 
.703 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALOE % VARIANCE 
N77IMCAP 
N78STABL 
N79IFAIR 
.746 
.723 
.494 
1.963 65.4 
A78H. Their own adaptations to college life. Items 84-92. 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALOE % VAR CUM % 
N84SOCSF 
N85NOCNT 
N86ISOLT 
.42400 
.27906 
.46124 
2.454 27.3 27.3 
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N87STRES .39810 * 
N88ICOPE .29470 * 
N89DROPO .24371 * 
N90RESRC .14102 * 
N91IGOAL .60501 * 
N92IS0CD .28516 
STRUCTURE MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 
N84SOCSF -.62772 
N85NOCNT .28340 
N86ISOLT .31392 
N87STRES .27218 
N88ICOPE -.54119 
N89DROPO .37813 
N90RESRC -.37381 
N91IGOAL -.77641 
N92ISUCD .39545 
C48.8. Their own adaptations to college life (Items 84-92) 
VARIABLE 
N84SUCSF 
N85NOCNT 
N86ISOLT 
N87STRES 
N88ICOPE 
N89DROPO 
N90RESRC 
N91IG0AL 
N92ISUCD 
COMMONALITY 
.42400 
.27906 
.46124 
.39810 
.29470 
.24371 
.14102 
.60501 
.28516 
FACTOR F.IGENVALOE % VAR COM % 
2.454 27 .3 27.3 
STRUCTURE MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 
N84SUCSF -.62772 
N85NOCNT .28340 
N86ISOLT .31392 
N87STRES .27218 
N88ICOPE -.54119 
N89DROPO .37813 
N90RESRC -.37381 
N91IGOAL -.77641 
N92ISUCD .39545 
C48.9. Their own academic performances (Items 94-99) 
FINAL STATISTICS (OBLIMIN CONVERGED IN 
VARIABLE 
N94HSST 
N95HSGRD 
N96GRADE 
N97SEMGD 
N98CGRDS 
N99FAILS 
COMMONALITY 
.29236 
.72308 
.10681 
.36427 
.50776 
.29709 
FACTOR 
6 ITERATIONS): 
EIGENVALOE % VAR 
1.306 
.985 
21.8 
16.4 
COM 
21.8 
38.2 
STRUCTURE MATRIX : 
= qgfc ' -g,2 
5ÏÏE :::: 
N97SEMGD .29030 
N98CGRDS -.18500 ~ Àlln 
N99FAILS -.04501 .52290 
FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX : 
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 
FACTOR 1 1.00000 
FACTOR 2 .20206 1.00000 
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C48.10. Discrimination against them at this college (Items 101-110) 
FACTOR MATRIX : 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 
N101RACE .61927 
N102SEXD .75189 
N103AGED .59626 
N104MARG .74904 
N105SES2 .73438 
N106SIZE .69738 
N107DISB .84981 
N108SES1 .84431 
N109FAML .87762 
N110RPTN .78576 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY FACTOR EIGENVALOE % VARIANCE 
N101RACE .38350 1 5.714 57.1 
N102SEXD .56533 
N103AGED .35552 * 
N104MARG .56106 * 
N105SES2 .53931 * 
N106SIZE .48634 * 
N107DISB .72218 * 
N108SES1 .71286 * 
C48.ll. Social classes* of their families of orientation (Items 119-123) 
FINAL STATISTICS (OBLIMIN CONVERGED IN 3 ITERATIONS): 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALOE % VAR COM % 
N119MOED .54907 * 1 1.087 21.7 21. 7 
N120FAED .72190 * 2 1.377 27.5 49. 3 
N121MOCP .99900 * 
N122FAOC .01948 * 
N123SES1 .17474 * 
STRUCTURE MATRIX : 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 
N119MOED 
N120FAED 
N121MOCP 
N122FAOC 
N123SES1 
.29560 
.12966 
.99649 
.13899 
.04476 
FACTOR 2 
.71115 
.84932 
.04789 
.03018 
-.40673 
FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX : 
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 
FACTOR 1 1.00000 
FACTOR 2 .12525 1.00000 
* Socioeconomic status (SES) 
C48.12. Characteristics of their families of orientation (Items 125-128) 
FACTOR MATRIX : 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 
N125PMAR -.51388 
N126PARN .62217 
N127PSEX .69275 
N128FUNC .59986 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE 
N125PMAR -.26407 * 1 1.491 37.3 
N126PARN .38710 * 
N127PSEX .47990 * 
N128FONC .35983 * 
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C48.13. Population of their communities when they were of high-school age (Items 134 135) 
FACTOR MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 
N134PC16 .94434 
N135PPHS .86897 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE 
N134PC16 .89178 * 1 1.647 82.3 
N135PPHS .75510 * 
C48.14. Having been abused themselves (Items 137-147) 
FINAL STATISTICS (OBLIMIN CONVERGED IN 4 ITERATIONS): 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY * FACTOR EIGENVALUE % VAR CUM % 
N137NEGL .51349 * 1 2.941 26.7 26.7 
N138ABDC .96593 2 3.488 31.7 58.5 
N139EABC .82234 3 1.353 12.3 70.8 
N140PABC .77961 
N141SABC .38252 
N142SXAC .47392 * 
N143SXAA .60926 * 
N144ABAA .91078 * 
N145EABA .79145 * 
N146PABA .53423 * 
Nl47SABA .99900 * 
STRUCTURE MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 
N137NEGL .38800 .71130 .41702 
N138ABDC .42328 .98159 .45333 
N139EABC .37771 .89844 .52474 
N140PABC .33603 .87842 .39375 
N141SABC .38609 .60327 .26630 
N142SXAC .39776 .68223 .38131 
N143SXAA .74985 .49892 .50363 
N144ABAA .41258 .45310 .95411 
N145EABA .38722 .51366 .88432 
N146PABA .39508 .35121 .72563 
Nl47SABA .99937 .45664 .43456 
FACTOR 2 
FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX: 
FACTOR 1 
FACTOR 1 1.00000 
FACTOR 2 .46963 1.00000 
FACTOR 3 .44533 .49300 
FACTOR 3 
1.00000 
C48.15. Stages of enrollment self-esteem (Items 156-159) 
FACTOR MATRIX: 
VARIABLE FACTOR 1 
N156BFRE .81882 
N157DCEN .97128 
N158ENRL .85176 
N159ATND .71437 
FINAL STATISTICS: 
VARIABLE COMMONALITY 
N156BFRE .67047 
N157DCEN .94338 
N158ENRL .72549 
N159ATND .51033 
FACTOR EIGENVALOE % VARIANCE 
2.850 71.2 
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Reliability 
The following tables provide reliability coefficients for each item in every construct, except 
construct F. (See Table 46 for a summary of construct reliability coefficients.) 
C49. Reliability analysis of constructs A-O, students' perceptions of: 
C49.1. Their role models' character traits (Items 26-28) 
ITEM ROLE MODEL CHARACTERISTIC ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
My academic role model is : 
26 "a capable person" .7604 
27 "an emotionally stable person" .8288 
28 "a person who is fair to others" .7568 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (3 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .8439 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .8448 
C4 9.2. How their role models may see them (Items 29-32) 
ITEM SUPPORT PERSON CHARACTERISTIC ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
My emotional role model might see me as : 
29 "an emotionally stable person" .8518 
30 "a successful student" .7922 
31 "a capable person" .8267 
32 "a person who is fair to others" .8686 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (4 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .8721 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .8714 
C49.3. Their support persons' character traits (Items 46-48) 
ITEM SUPPORT PERSON CHARACTERISTIC ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
My support person is : 
46 "a capable person" .8047 
47 "an emotionally stable person" .8376 
48 "a person who is fair to others" .8521 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (3 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .8809 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .8817 
C49.4. How their support persons may see them (Items 49-52) 
ITEM SUPPORT PERSON CHARACTERISTIC ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
My emotional support person sees me as: 
49 "an emotionally stable person" .8272 
50 "a successful student" .8283 
51 "a capable person" .8176 
52 "a person who is fair to others" .8157 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (4 ITEMS): 
ALPHA - .8603 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .8626 
C49.5. Satisfaction with support persons' responses (Items 57-65) 
ITEM SATISFACTION WITH SUPPORT PERSON ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
How my support person: 
57 "shares similar experiences with me" .9172 
58 "helps keep up my morale" .9086 
59 "is interested in my activities" .9145 
60 "lets me talk about personal things" .9100 
61 "tolerates my ups and downs" .9092 
62 "takes my concerns seriously" .9074 
63 "says things to clarify my situation" .9058 
64 "will be there for me when needed" .9143 
65 "meets my emotional support needs" .9049 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (9 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .9194 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .9202 
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C49.6. Reliability of construct F: Self-esteem (Items 66-82) 
ITEM DESCRIPTION ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
66 (satisfied with self) .8123 
67 (decisiveness) .8220 
68 (difficulty adjusting to change) .8113 
69 (family does not take them for granted) .8244 
70 (confusion in life situation) .8023 
71 (low opinion of self) .7956 
72 (open expression of self) .8226 
73 (others are comparatively better liked) .8020 
74 (under family pressure) .8122 
75 (discouraged with efforts) .8000 
76 (not dependable) .8054 
77 I feel capable as a person .8076 
78 I see myself as emotionally stable .8170 
79 I see myself as treating other people fairly .8174 
80 I sometimes drink too much .8238 
81 I have a substance abuse problem .8116 
82 I felt good about myself at high school age .8252 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (15 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .8213 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA (SIA) = .8255 
THE WORDING OF QS. 66-76 IS SUBJECT TO COPYRIGHT RESTRICTION. (The subject matter addressed in 
these is summarized in parentheses.) 
Responses (Rs*) as to whether : 
Item: 66 (students tend not to be satisfied with themselves) 
67 (students tend to be decisive) 
68 (students tend to require much time to adjust to change) 
69 (students tend to see their families as taking their feelings for granted in 
family decisions) 
70 (students tend to perceive confusion in their life situations) 
71 (students tend to express a low opinion of themselves) 
72 (students tend to express themselves openly) 
73 (students perceptions of not being comparatively well-liked) 
74 (students perceptions that they are under pressure from their families) 
75 (students tend to be discouraged in regard to their efforts) 
76 (students tend to feel that others are unable to depend upon them) 
WORDING OF QUESTIONS 77-82 IS NOT UNDER COPYRIGHT: 
77 they feel that they are capable as a person 
78 they see themselves as emotionally stable 
79 they see themselves as treating people fairly 
80 they sometimes drink too much 
81 they have a substance abuse problem 
82 they felt good about themselves at high school age 
C49.7. Their own character traits (Items 77-79) 
ITEM STUDENT CHARACTERISTIC ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
I see myself as: 
77 "a capable person" . 5503 
78 "an emotionally stable person" .5809 
79 "a person who is fair to others" .7768 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (3 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .7299 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .7319 
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C49.8. Their adaptations to academic life (Items 84-92) 
ITEM FACTOR IN COLLEGE ADJUSTMENT ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
Concerning my situation in college, I: 
84 See myself as a successful student .6933 
85 Feel little control of what happens at school .6918 
86 Feel isolated from other students .6716 
87 Feel stress in adapting to college life .6965 
88 Have the strength to cope with college stress .7279 
89 Expect to drop out before I meet my goal here .6915 
90 Can find resources to reach my college goal .7332 
91 Have the perseverance to reach my college goal .6868 
92 Started college here & felt I wouldn't succeed .6879 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (9 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .7227 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .7356 
C49.9. Their own academic performances (Items 94-99) 
ITEM DESCRIPTION ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
Student's Reports of their own grades: 
94 Academic standards at high school attended .5242 
95 High school grade average was .4222 
96 Estimated grade average so far this semester .4977 
97 Estimated grade average for all college terms .4673 
98 Expect to get a C or better ... this term .5146 
99 Expect to get grade of F ... this semester .5529 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (5 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .5449 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .5758 
C49.10. Discrimination against them at this college (Items 101-110) 
ITEM TYPE OF DISCRIMINATION ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
I feel discrimination ... here because of my: 
101 "race or ethnic group?" .9158 
102 "sex or gender?" .9092 
103 "age?" .9190 
104 "marital status?" .9091 
105 "present social class level?" .9095 
106 "size or weight?" .9114 
107 "disability or illness?" .9059 
108 "parents' social class level?" .9095 
109 "family's behavior in the past?" .9071 
110 "reputation from my past behavior?" .9118 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (10 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .9190 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .9277 
C49.ll. The socioeconomic statuses of their families of orientation (Items 119-123) 
ITEM ASPECT OF STATUS ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
119 Mother's educational level .3133 
120 Father's educational level .3374 
121 Mother's occupational status .6046 
122 Father's educational status .6119 
123 Socioeconomic status, family of origin .5381 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (6 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .5765 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .5003 
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C49.12. The characteristics of their families of orientation (Items 125-128) 
ITEM CHARACTERISTIC ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
125 my parents' marital status .4967 
126 type of family in which I was raised status .5498 
127 gender(s) of my main parental figure(s) .5118 
128 health/functioning of my family relationships .5641 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (4 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .6006 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .6991 
C49.13. The populations of their communities when they were of high school age 
(Items 134-135) 
ITEM DESCRIPTION ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
134 Size of community where student lived at 16 NA 
135 Size of community with high school attended NA 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (2 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .8864 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .8987 
C49.14. Having been abused themselves (Items 137-147) 
ITEM TYPE OF ABUSE ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
137 "I was neglected as a child" .9003 
138 "I was abused as a child" .8904 
139 "I was an emotionally abused child" .8915 
140 "I was physically abused as a child" .8962 
141 "I was sexually abused as a child" .9041 
142 "I was sexually assaulted as a child" .8996 
143 "I was sexually assaulted as an adult" .9047 
144 "I have been abused as an adult" .9013 
145 "I was/am an emotionally abused adult" .9001 
146 "I was/am a physically abused adult" .9060 
147 "I was/am a sexually abused adult" .9067 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (11 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .9086 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .9089 
C49.15. The stages of enrollment self-esteem (Items 156-159) 
ITEM STAGE IN PROCESS OF ENROLLING ALPHA IF ITEM DELETED 
My self-esteem was (at that time): 
156 Before I decided to enroll in this college .8956 
157 When I decided to enroll in this college .8352 
158 When I actually enrolled in this college .8631 
159 When I attended my first classes here .8986 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (4 ITEMS): 
ALPHA = .9019 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .9056 
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Crosstabulations 
C50. Role model (RM) crosstabulations: 
C50.1. RM gender versus student gender, Items 21X1. 
1 MALE I FEMALE| Row | 1 
1 11 21 Total | Mode I 
MALE 1 1 33 I 6 1 39 | 1 I 
I 84.6% | 15.4%I 100.0% | 1 
FEMALE 2 1 39 I 55 I 94 | 2 I 
I 41.5%I 58.5%I 100.0% | 1 
Column Total 72 61 133 1 
Percent 54.1% 45.9% 100.0 % 
Mode 2 2 2 
Chi-Sguare Value DF Significance 
Pearson 20.65 1 .00001 
C50.2. Students' gender vs. their similarities to their role models (Items 1 X 25) 
Role Model Is Like Me 
1 
1 
Student 
Gender 
TA | 
1 | 
1 
1 
21 
1 
1 
3| 
1 
1 
4 I 
1 
1 
5| 
1 
1 
61 
1 
TD | 
7 1 
1 
Row 
Total 
Mode I 
(Median) | 
1 
1 
1 1 
MALE I 
1 
1 I 
2.4% I 7 
3 | 
3% | 4 
2 I 
9% | 14 
6 I 
6% I 
12 I 
29.3%I 
9 I 
22.0%I 
1 
8 | 
19.5%| 
41 
100% 
1 
5 1 
(5) 
I 
2 1 
FEMALE| 
1 
1 | 
1.0% | 2 
1 
2 | 
1% I 3 
1 
3 1 
2% | 9 
1 
9 I 
5% | 
1 
26 I 
27.4%| 
1 
30 I 
31.6%| 
1 
24 | 
25.3%| 
95 
100% 
1 
6 1 
(6) I 
Col. Tot. 2 5 5 15 38 39 32 136 6 
Row % 1.5% 3.7% 3.7% 11.0% 27.9% 28.7% 23.5% 100% (6) 
Chi-Sguare Value DF Significance 
Pearson 4.778 6 .5726 
C50.3. RM age versus student age (Items 22d X 2d) 
Role Model Age 
Age of 
|0 THRU 
I 1 
24 25 THRU 81 
2 
Row | 
Total 
1 
Mode I 
0 THRU 24 1 I 28 
I 40 6% 
41 
59.4% 
69 
100% 
2 1 
1 
25 THRU 81 2 1 3 
1 6 1% 
46 
93.9% 
49 
100% 
2 1 
1 
Column total 31 87 118 2 
Row percentage 26.3 % 73.7 % 100% 
Mode 1 2 
Chi-Sguare Value DF Significance 
Pearson 17.56 1 .00003 
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C50.4. Students' ages versus their similarities to their role models (Items 2d X 25) 
Role Model is Like Me 
TA TD Row Mode 
Age of Value 12 3 4 5 6 7 Total (Median) 
Student 
1| 2| 4| 2 I 10 I 22 | 21 | 20 | 81 I 5 | 
0 THRU 24 | 2.5*| 4.9%I 2.5%112.4%|27.2%|25.9%|24.7%| 100% I (6) | 
2| I 1| 3 1 5 I 16 I 18 I 12 | 55 I 6 | 
25 THRU 81 | | 1.8%| 5.4%| 9.1%|29.1%I 32.7%|21.8%I 100% I (6) | 
Column Total 2 5 5 15 38 39 32 136 6 
Row Percent 1.5% 3.7% 3.7% 11.0% 27.9% 28.7% 23.5% 100% (6) 
Chi-Sguare Value DF Significance 
Pearson 4.021 6 .6738 
C50.5. RM ethnicity versus student ethnicity (Items 23a X 3a) 
Student 
Ethnicity 
1 
MINORITY AMERICAN 
MINORITY 
AMERICAN 
1 
Role Model Ethnicity 
88.9% 
WHITE 
AMERICAN 
2 
1 
1 1 . 1 %  
OTHER 
3 
Row 
Total 
9 
100% 
Mode 
1 
WHITE AMERICAN 
3 
OTHER 
2 
2 . 2 %  
87 
96.7% 
1 
1 . 1 %  
90 
100% 
3 
10.3% 
2 6  
89.7% 
29 
100% 
Column Total 
Row Percentage 
Mode 
Chi-Sguare 
10 
7.8% 
1 
Value 
91 
71.1% 
2 
DF 
27 
21.1% 
3 
Pearson 193.04 . 00000  
128 
100 .0% 
2 
Significance 
C50.6. Students' ethnicities versus their similarities to role models (Items 3 X 25) 
Value Ethnic Group 
1 ASIAN AMERICAN 
2 AFRICAN AMERICAN 
3 HISPANIC AMERICAN 
Value Ethnic Group 
4 NATIVE AMERICAN 
5 WHITE AMERICAN 
6 OTHER 
TA 1 | 
Student — 
Ethnicity 
Role Model Is Like Me 
I 
3 I 
I 
TD 7 
I Row 
| Total 
Mode I 
(Median)| 
2 
2 8 . 6 %  
2 
2 8 . 6 %  
3 
42.9% 
7 I 
100% | 
6 
(5) 
1 
50.0% 
1 
50.0% 
2 I 
100%| 
4/7 
(5/6) 
1 
100% 
1 I 
100% | 
5 
(5) 
1 
50.0% 
1 
50.0% 
2 I 
100% | 
6/7 
(6/7) 
1 
1 . 1 %  
3 
3.2% 
29 
31.2% 
28 
30.1% 
24 
25.8% 
93 I 
100% | 
5 
( 6 )  
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6 I 2 | 4 | | 5 | 6 I 7 | 6 | 30 I 6 
| 6.7%| 13.3%I I 16.7%| 20.0%| 23.3%| 20.0%| 100%| (5) 
Col. Tot. 2 5 5 14 38 39 32 135 6 
Row % 1.5% 3.7% 3.7% 10.4% 28.1% 28.9% 23.7% 100% (6) 
Chi-Sguare Value DF Significance 
Pearson 44.62 30 .0418 
C50.7. Students' ethnicities (minorities combined) vs. their similarities to role models 
(Items 3a X 25) 
Role Model is Like Me Row 
1 1 
Student | TA 1 I 1 2 | 
1 
3 | 1 4 1 
1 
5 | 1 6 1 7 | 
Total I Mode I 
(%) 1 (*) 1 
1 | | 
MINORITY | | 
AMERICAN | | 
1 
1 16 
2 | 
7% | 
1 1 
11 3| 
8.3%I 25.0% | 
4' 1 
33.3%| 
1 
2 I 
16.7%| 
1 
12 I 
100% I 
1 
6 I 
(6) I 
WHITE 2 I I 
AMERICAN | | 
1 I 
1.1% I 3 
3 | 
2% | 
8 1 
8.6% | 
29 | 
31.2%| 
28 I 
30.1%I 
24 | 
25.8%I 
93 | 
100% I 
5 | 
(6) I 
OTHER 3 | 2 | 
I 6.7%| 
4 1 
13.3% I 
1 
1 
5 1 
16.7%| 
6 | 
20.0%| 
7 1 
23.3%I 
6 | 
20.0% | 
30 | 
100%| 
6 | 
(5) I 
Column Total 2 
Percent 1.5% 
* Median 
5 
3.7% 3 
5 
7% 
14 
10.4% 
38 
28.1% 
39 
28.9% 
32 
23.7% 
135 
100% 
6 
(6) 
Chi-Sguare Value DF Siqnif. 
Pearson 26.88 12 .00804 
50.8. Student has a role model vs. student has a support person (Items 2OA X 39A) 
Has Support Person 
Has Role Model 
1 
Yes 
2 
No 
Yes I No Row Total 
1 | 2 % 
129 | 4 133 
97.0%I 3.0% 100% 
90 I 10 100 
90.0%I 10.0% 100% 
Mode 
1 
Column Total 
Percent 
Mode 
Missing cases 
219 14 233 
94.0% 6.0% 100% 
12 1 
28  
Chi-Sguare 
Pearson 
Value 
4.94 
DF Siqnif. 
.03 
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C50.9. Student has a role model vs. one person provides the most support (Items 2OA X 37) 
One Person Provides the Most Support 
Has Role Model 
1 
Yes 
2 
No 
Yes No I Row Total 
1 2 1 % Mode 
83 53 1 136 1 
61.0% 39.0% I 100% 
53 54 I 107 2 
49.5% 50.5% I 100% 
Column Total 136 
Percent 56.0% 
Mode 1 
Missing cases 18 
Chi-Sguare 
107 
44.0% 
2 
Value 
Pearson 3.21 
243 
100% 
1 
DF Siqnif. 
. 0 8  
C51. Support person (SP) crosstabulations: 
C51.1. SP gender versus student gender (Items 1 X 41) 
SUPPORT PERSON GENDER 
STUDENT Value 
GENDER 
MALE 1 
FEMALE 
Column 
Total 
Mode 
Chi-Sguare 
MALE FEMALE| Row 1 
1 2 1 Total I Mode 
20 40 | 60 1 2 
33.3% 66.7%| 100% 1 
87 69 | 156 1 1 
55.8% 44 .2%I 100% 1 
107 109 216 2 
49.5% 50.5% 100% 
2 2 
Value 
2 
DF 
Pearson 8.73 
Siqnif. 
.003 
C51.2. Student gender vs. similarity to support person (Items 1 X 45) 
SUPPORT PERSON IS LIKE ME Mode 
STUDENT | 
GENDER 
I I  2 |  7 |Total |(Median)I 
MALE 
Total 
Percent 
1 3 I 2 1 2 | 6 1 12 | 21 1 17 | 63 | 6 
1 I 4 .8% I 3 . 2% I 3 .2%| 9.5% 119.1%I 33 .3% |27.0%| 100% | (6) 
1 5 I 1 9 1 18 1 35 | 56 1 41 | 164 | 6 
2 | 3.0%I 1 5 .5%|11.0% I 21.3%|34 .2% |25.0%| 100% | (6) 
8 2 11 24 47 77 58 227 6 
3.5% .9% 4.8% 10. 6% 20.7% 33. 9% 25.6% 100% (6) 
Chi-Sguare Value DF Siqnif. 
Pearson 6.37 6 .4 
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C51.3. Student age vs. support person age, Items 2d X 42d 
SUPPORT PERSON'S AGE 
STUDENT'S AGE Value 
0 THRU 24 1 
25 THRU 81 
Column 
Total 
Mode 
Chi-Sguare 
I 0 THRU 24 25 THRU 81 | Row 1 1 
I 1 2 I Total | Mode I 
1 57 61 | 118 1 2 I 
I 48. 3% 51.7% I 100% 1 1 
1 9 87 | 96 1 2 I 
1 9. 4% 90.6% I 100% 
66 148 214 2 
30. 8» 69.2% 100% 
1 2 1 
Value DF Siqnif. 
Pearson 37.61 . 0001  
C51.4. Student age vs. similarity to the support person (Items 2d X 25) 
SUPPORT PERSON IS LIKE ME 
Value I 
STUDENT I 
TD | 
1 | 2 1 3 
1 
4 1 5 6 
TD 
7 
Row | 
Total I 
Mode | 
(Median)| 
1 I 
0 THRU 24 I 
5 | 
4.0% | 
2 I 
1.6%| 
5 
4.0% 
14 | 24 
11.1%|19.0% 
40 
31.7% 
36 
28.6% 
126 | 
100% I 
6 | 
(6) I 
2 | 
25 THRU 811 
3 | 
3.0% | 
6 
.9% 
10 | 23 
9.9%|22.8% 
37 | 22 
36.6%I 21.8% 
101 | 
100% | 
6 | 
(6) | 
Column 8 
Total 3.5% 
Chi-Sguare 
2 11 24 47 77 58 227 
.9% 4.8% 10.6% 20.7% 33.9% 25.6% 100% 
Value DF 
Pearson 4.07 
Siqnif. 
.7 
C51.5. Student ethnicity versus support person ethnicity (Items 3 X 43) 
Value Ethnic Group 
1 ASIAN AMERICAN 
2 AFRICAN AMERICAN 
3 HISPANIC AMERICAN 
Value Ethnic Group 
4 NATIVE AMERICAN 
5 WHITE AMERICAN 
6 OTHER 
SUPPORT PERSON ETHNICITY 
STUDENT 
ETHNICITY 
Value : 1 
Column 
Total 
Mode 
Lue : 
1 11 21 31 4 1 51 61 
Row 
Total 1 Mode | 
1 9 | 
I 100%| 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
9 . 
100% 
1 1 I 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 | 
50% I 
1 I 
50% | 1 1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
100% 
1 2/3 I 
1(=2.5) | 
1 1 
1 1 
1 
1 
1 I 
50% I 
1 
1 
1 I 
50% I 
1 
1 
2 
100% 
1 3/5 I 
1 (=4) I 
1 1 
1 1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 | 
100% | 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
100% 
1 4 I 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 | 
. 6% | 
1 | 
.6% | 1 1 
162 | 
97. 6%I 
2 | 
1.2% | 
166 
100% 
1 5 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 
1 
1 | 
2.7% | 
1 
1 
2 I 
5.4% I 
34 | 
91.9%| 
37 
100% 
1 6 I 
1 1 
9 
4.1% 
1 
2 
.9% 
2 
4 
1.8% 
2 
.9% 
4 
165 
75.7% 
5 
36 
16.5% 
6 
218 
100% 
5 
5 
Chi-Sguare 
Pearson 
Value 
728.48 
DF 
25 
Siqnif. 
.00001 
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C51.6. Ethnicity (minorities combined): Students vs. support persons (Items 3a X 43a) 
SUPPORT PERSON ETHNICITY 
Value 
| MINORITY 
| AMERICAN 
I 1 
WHITE 
AMERICAN 
2 
1 
OTHER I 
3 1 
Row 
Total 
1 1 
1 1 
I Mode I 
1 
MINORITY AMERICAN 
1 14 
I 93.3% 
1 
6.7% 
1 
1 
15 
100% 
I 1 | 
1 1 
2 
WHITE AMERICAN 
1 2 
1 1.2% 
162 
97.6% 
2 1 
1.2%| 
166 
100% 
| 2 | 
1 1 
3 
OTHER 
1 1 
I 2.7% 
2 
5.4% 
34 | 
91.9%1 
37 
100% 
1 3 | 
1 1 
Column Total 
Percent 
Mode 
Chi-Sguare 
Pearson 
17 
7.8% 
1 
Value 
348.67 
165 
75.7% 
2 
DF 
36 
16.5% 
3 
Siqnif. 
. 0001  
218 
100% 
2 
51.7. Student ethnicity vs. similarity to support person (Items 3 X 43) 
Value Ethnic Group Value Ethnic Group 
1 ASIAN AMERICAN 4 NATIVE AMERICAN 
2 AFRICAN AMERICAN 5 WHITE AMERICAN 
3 HISPANIC AMERICAN 6 OTHER 
SUPPORT PERSON IS LIKE ME 1 Row 1 1 
STUDENT 
ETHNICITY 
1 1 2 1 3 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 
|Total | Mode | 
( % ) I(Median) | 
1 
ASIAN AM. 
2 1 
20% I 
3 1 
30% 
1 1 
10% | 
4 1 
40% | 
10 | 
100% | 
7 1 
(5/6=5.5)I 
2 
AFRCN. AM. 
1 
50% 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 | 
50% I 
2 | 
100% | 
3/7=5 | 
(3/7=5) | 
3 
HISPNC.AM. 
1 1 
50% I 
1 1 
50% 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 | 
100% | 
4/5=4.51 
(4/5=4.5)I 
4 
NATIVE AM. 33 
1 | 
3% | 1 1 66 
2 1 
. 7% | 1 1 
3 | 
100% | 
6 I 
(6) I 
5 
WHITE AM. 2 
5 | 
9% I 4 
8 
.7% 
18 | 33 | 
10.6%119.4%|38 
66 I 
. 8% | 
40 I 
23.5%| 
170 | 
100% | 
6 | 
(6) I 
6 
OTHER 5 
2 | 
1% | 
2 | 
5.1%| 5 
2 
.1% 
3 1 
7.7% | 
10 I 
25.6%|20 
8 1 
. 5% I 
12 I 
30.8%I 
39 | 
100% | 
7 1 
(6) I 
Column Total 8 2 11 24 47 77 57 226 6 
Percent 3.5% .9% 4.9% 10.6% 20.8% 34.1% 25.2% 100% (6) 
Chi-Sguare Value DF Siqnif. 
Pearson 728.5 25 .00001 
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C51.8. Student has a support person vs. one person provides the most support 
(Items 37 X 39a) 
One Person Provides the Most Support 
1 Yes 
1 1 
No 
2 
Row Total 
% 
1 
Mode | 
1 
Yes 
1 133 
1 59 4% 
91 
0.6% 
224 
100% 
1 | 
1 
2 
No 
1 5 
1 35 7% 
9 
64.3% 
14 
100% 
2 | 
1 
Column Total 
Percent 
Mode 
Missing cases 
138 
58.0% 
1 
Chi-Sguare 
100 
42.0% 
2 
Value 
238 
100% 
1 
23 
DF 
Pearson 3.03 
Siqnif. 
.09 
Hypothesis Tests 
C52. Hypotheses, variables, and significant p values. 
Legend: NS = not statistically significant (p >.05) 
Number = variable item number. Letter = construct designator. 
Variable Hypothesis Tests 
Hypoth. Dependent Independent Chi-sq. Corrl. R#1*R#2*R#3* 
No. (Number/Letter) (Number/Letter) p< p< p< p< p< 
C52.1 
Student traits are the independent variables, and 
role model traits are the dependent variables : 
(*R#s 1-3 = 
regression 
1A1 Role model (RM) traits Student (S) traits analyses 
lAla RM gender (21) S gender (1) .01 na - na -
lAlb RM age (22A) S age (2) .01 .01 - na -
lAlc RM ethnicity (23) S ethnicity (3) .01 .01 - na -
lAld RM character (A) S character (G) na .01 - na -
lBla RM is like S (25) s gender (1) NS .05 - na -
lBlb RM is like S (25) s age (2) NS NS - na -
lBlc RM is like S (25) s ethnicity (3) .05 NS - na -
lBlc' RM is like S (25) S ethnicity (3a) .01 NS - na -
C52.2 Student traits are the independent variables, 
dependent variables : 
1A2 Support person (SP) traits Student (S) traits : 
and support person traits are the 
lA2a SP gender (41) S gender (1) .01 ,01 - na -
lA2b SP age (42) S age (2) .01 01 - na -
lA2c SP ethnicity (43) S ethnicity (3) .01 01 - na -
lA2d SP character (C) s character (G) na ,01 - na 
-
lB2a SP is like S (45) s gender (1) NS NS - na -
lB2b SP is like S (45) s age (2) NS NS - na -
lB2c SP is like S (45) s ethnicity (3) .05 NS - na -
lB2c' SP is like S (45) s ethnicity (3a) NS NS - na -
C52 .3. Student self-esteem is the dependent variable, and other student 
independent variables: 
2A S self-esteem (F) S has RM (20A) NS na NS na 
2B1 " " " (F) S has a support person (39A) na 
2 S has 1 support person (37) na 
.01 na na na 
NS NS na na 
2A/B S has RM/SP (20A/39A) 
3A1 S 
2 
self-esteem (F) S relationship to RM (20) 
S identifies with RM (25) 
na 
na 
NS 
NS 
. 0 1  
na na NS 
- na -
NS na na 
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" " " (F) RM/S characters (A/G) match: 
a As to capability (26M77) 
b As to stability (27M78) 
c As to fairness (28M79) 
S self-esteem (F) RM character(A) 
3B1 " " " (F) S relationship to SP (39) 
2 S identifies with SP (45) 
3 » « " (F) SP/S characters (C/G) match: 
As to capability (4 6M77) 
As to stability (47M78) 
As to fairness (48M79) 
4 S self-esteem (F) SP character (C) 
4A S self-esteem (F) Student imagines 
how RM sees S (B) 
4B " " " (F) Student imagines 
how SP sees S (D) 
5A S self-esteem (F) SP actions satisfactory (E) na 
S emotional needs met (36) 
(J) 5B " " " (F) S discriminated against 
Race (101) 
Sex (102) 
Age (103) 
" " " (Item 71) Marital Status (104) 
Own reputation (110) 
6A S self-esteem (F) S crisis/transition (148A) 
6B 
6C 
6D 
(F) S initiative in crisis of: 
Divorce/separation (150) 
Abuse within family (151) 
" (F) S pressured to enroll (148B) na 
(71) S self-esteem 
before enrolling (156) 
7A S self-esteem (F) S academic adjustment (H) 
Successful student (84) 
Expect to drop-out (89) 
" " " (Item 71) Meet academic goal (93) 
" " (F) S academic success (I) 
Cumulative college GPA (96) 
self-esteem (F) S personal/family variables: 
" " (F) Abuse of S (N) 
7B 
3 S 
8A 
8B 
8C 
" " (F) Dysfunctional family: 
In childhood (128) 
In adulthood (131) 
(Item 71) In childhood (128) 
In adulthood (131) 
" " (F) Disrupted family: 
Childhood disruption (125) 
Parents'marital status (125) 
S is single parent (117) 
(Item 71) S a single parent (117) 
S marital status now (111) 
80 
BE 
na .01 - na -
na .01 - na -
na NS - na -
na .01 na 
" 
na NS na 
na .01 .05 NS na 
na .01 - na -
na .01 - na -
na NS - na -
na .01 na 
na .01 NS na na 
na .01 .01 .01 NS 
.01 na NS NS 
na .01 .01 .01 na 
na .01 NS .01 na 
na .01 - na -
na .01 - na -
na .01 - na -
na (.01) - na -
na (.01) - na -
na NS na na NS 
na NS na 
na NS - na -
.05 
-
na -
na (.01) 
-
na -
na .01 na na .01 
na .01 NS na na 
na .01 na NS na 
na .01 - na -
na .01 na na NS 
na .05 - na -
na .01 NS NS NS 
na .01 NS NS na 
na .01 na na na 
na (.01) - na -
na (NS) na 
na NS NS NS na 
na NS NS NS na 
na NS na na NS 
na (NS) - na 
na (NS) - na 
na .05 
-
na -
na (NS) - na -
9 S self-esteem (F) S educational variables: 
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9A " " (F) Enrolled full-time (9) na NS NS na na 
9B " " (F) Total credits earned (12) na NS NS NS NS 
9C " " (F) Hours employed (18) na NS na na NS 
9D " " (F) Hours studied (100) na .05 na na NS 
9E " " (F) Expects to drop-out (89) na .01 na na na 
10 S self-esteem (F) S demographic variables : 
10A (F) S gender (1) na NS NS .01 NS 
10B " " (F) S age (2) na NS NS NS NS 
10C " " (F) S ethnicity (3) na NS NS NS NS 
10D " " " (F) S socioeconomic level/SES (K) na NS na na NS 
Present SES (118) na NS NS NS na 
Parents' SES (123) na NS na na na 
Mother's education (119) na NS NS NS na 
Father's education (120) na NS na na na 
10E " " " (F) S geographic region (4) na .01 NS NS na 
10F " " " (F) S community population (M) na NS NS na na 
" " ' ' (Item 71) Population of hometown (134) na (NS) - na -
C52.4. Role model traits are the independent variables, and student self-esteem is the 
dependent variable : 
11 S self-esteem (F) Role model demographic variables : 
11A " " " (F) RM gender (21) na NS na na na 
11B " " " (F) RM age (22) na NS na na na 
11C " " " (F) RM ethnicity (23) na NS na na na 
C52.5. Support person traits are the independent variables, and student self-esteem is the 
dependent variable : 
12 S self-esteem (F) SP demographic variables: 
12A " (F) SP gender (41) na NS na na NS 
12B " (F) SP age (42) na NS na na NS 
12C " (F) SP ethnicity (43) na NS na na NS 
Variable List 
C53. List of variables by item number. 
Item Description of Variable 
1 Gender of the student. 
2 Age of the student (2a, b, c recodes by age intervals). 
3 Ethnicity of the student (3a = recode, minorities combined). 
4 Location of student's home when of high school age. 
5 Number of credits student currently enrolled for at Boone Campus. 
6 Number of credits currently enrolled for at other DMACC campuses. 
7 Number of credits currently enrolled for at another college. 
8 Total number of terms that the student has attended college. 
9 Student's usual enrollment status : full-time or part-time. 
10A Whether the student attended college previously. 
10B Age of student when college was attended previously. 
11A Whether student dropped out of college previously. 
11B Age of student when he or she dropped out of college previously. 
12 Total college credits earned at all colleges attended. 
13 Student's previous educational achievements. 
15 Student's educational goal at this college. 
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16 Student's long-term educational goal. 
18 Number of hours per week that the student is employed. 
20 Student's relationship to his or her role model. 
2OA Student has a role model. 
21 Gender of the role model. 
22 Age of the role model (22b, c, d = recodes by age intervals). 
22A Whether the student's role model is deceased. 
23 Ethnicity of role model (23a = recode, minorities combined). 
25-28 Does the student agree that their role model is: 
25 like me (student) in important ways. 
26 a capable person. 
27 an emotionally stable person. 
28 a person who is fair to others. 
29-32 Student's looking-glass self in regard to his or her role model : 
If my role model observed me (student) he or she would see me as:) 
29 a successful student. 
30 a capable person. 
31 a person who is fair to others. 
32 an emotionally stable person. 
33-35 Meaning of the student's relationship with the role model: 
33 believing in myself has helped me find an academic role model. 
34 having an academic role model has helped me believe in myself. 
35 in my studies I am becoming "like my role model." 
36-37 Concerning my (student's) emotional needs : 
36 my (student's) emotional needs are met. 
37 one person gives me the most emotional support. 
38 Relationships to persons who provide emotional support. 
39 Relationship to the one person who gives the most support. 
39A Student has a support person. 
40 Relationship to support person if he or she is a family member. 
41 Gender of the support person. 
42 Age of support person (42b, c, d = recodes by age intervals). 
43 Ethnicity of support person (43a = recode, minorities combined). 
45-48 Does the student agree that the support person is: 
45 like me (student) in important ways. 
46 a capable person. 
47 an emotionally stable person. 
48 a person who is fair to others. 
49-52 Student's looking-glass self in regard to the support person: 
(If my support person observed me (student) he or she would see me as:) 
49 a successful student. 
50 a capable person. 
51 a person who is fair to others. 
52 an emotionally stable person. 
53-56 Nature of student's relationship with the support person : 
53 I (student) provide emotional support in return for support of me. 
54 believing in myself has helped me find an emotional support person. 
55 having a academic role model has helped me believe in myself. 
56 I am completely lost when I can't reach my support person. 
57-65 Is the student satisfied how the support person: 
57 shares similar experiences with me (student). 
58 helps keep up my (student's) morale. 
59 is interested in my activities. 
60 lets me talk about personal things. 
61 tolerates my ups and downs. 
62 takes my concerns seriously. 
63 says things to clarify my situation. 
64 will be there for me when needed. 
65 meets my emotional needs. 
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66-82 Traits relevant to the student's self-esteem: 
66 I would change many things about myself (student) if I could. 
67 I can make up my mind without too much difficulty. 
68 it takes me a long time to get used to something new. 
69 my family usually considers my feelings in making decisions. 
70 things are mixed up in my life. 
71 I have a poor opinion of myself. 
72 if I have something I want to say, I usually say it. 
73 most people are better liked than me. 
74 I usually feel that my family is pushing me. 
75 I often get discouraged with what I am doing. 
76 I feel that I can't be depended on. 
77 I see myself as a capable person. 
78 I see myself as an emotionally stable person. 
79 I see myself as a person who treats other people fairly. 
80 I sometimes drink too much. 
81 I have a substance abuse problem. 
82 when I was high school age I felt good about myself. 
84-94 Student's academic adjustment : 
Concerning the student's personal situation in college, 
84 I see myself as a successful student. 
85 I feel like I have little control over what happens to me at school. 
86. I feel isolated from other students. 
87. I have emotional stress in adapting to college life. 
88 I have the emotional strength to cope with the stresses of college. 
89 I expect to drop out before I meet my academic goal at this college. 
90 I can find the resources to reach my college goal. 
91 I have the perseverance within me to reach my college goal. 
92 when I first started college here I felt that I would not succeed. 
93 I will be able to reach any future academic goal I set for myself. 
94 academic standards of my high school were excellent. 
95-97 Student's academic history and expectations, including: 
95 high school grade average. 
96 college grade average for all semesters attended. 
97 estimated grade average so far this semester. 
98 relative number of courses expect to successfully complete 
(with grade of C or better) this semester. 
99 relative number of courses student expects to fail this semester. 
100 hours per week student spends on studying/homework 
101-110 Types of discrimination experienced by the student at 
this college, including : 
101 race or ethnic group. 
102 sex or gender. 
103 age. 
104 marital status. 
105 present social class level. 
106 size or weight. 
106 disability or illness. 
107 parents' social class level. 
108 family's behavior in the past. 
109 reputation based on student's past behavior. 
111 Student's present marital status. 
112 All marital statuses since student was 16. 
113 Whether student has a live-in partner. 
114 Number of children living with the student. 
115 Number of adult children (age 18 or older) living with student. 
116 Total number of dependents of the student. 
117 When the student is a parent, is it a one- or two-parent home. 
118 Present socioeconomic status of the student. 
119 Educational level of student's mother. 
120 Educational level of student's father. 
121 Student's mother's occupational statuses. 
122 Student's father's occupational statuses. 
123 Socioeconomic status ("class level") of family of origin. 
124 All previous marital statuses of the student's parental figures. 
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125 Marital statuses of parents when the student was high school age. 
126 Number and kind of parental figures who raised the student. 
127 Gender of the student's parental figure(s). 
128 Health of family relationships when the student was a child. 
129 Types of unhealthy family relationships (if "dysfunctional" was 
the response to Item 128). 
131 Health of student's family relationships as an adult. 
132 Types of unhealthy family relationships (if responded 
"dysfunctional" to Item 131). 
134 Population of community where student lived at age 16. 
135 Population of community where student attended high school. 
136 Age when student's biggest life crisis occurred. 
137-147 Types of abuse to which the student has been subject: 
137 I (student)was neglected as a child. 
138 I was abused as a child. 
139 I was an emotionally abused child. 
140 I was physically abused as a child. 
141 I was sexually abused as a child. 
142 I was sexually assaulted as a child. 
143 I was sexually assaulted as an adult. 
144 I have been abused as an adult. 
145 I was/am an emotionally abused adult. 
146 I was/am a physically abused adult. 
147 I was/am a sexually abused adult. 
148 Situation that led to student enrolling in college at this time. 
149 Specific crisis that led to this enrollment (if responded 
"Crisis" to Item 148). 
150 Who took the initiative in a divorce or separation (if 
responded "divorce or separation" to Item 149). 
151 Who took the initiative to stop the denial within the family (if 
responded "addiction or abuse" to Item 150). 
152 Specific transition that led to college enrollment at this 
time (if responded "transition" to Item 148). 
153-155 Self-esteem felt in response to the situation 
(if answered "crisis/transition" to Item 148): 
153 before the crisis/transition 
154 during the crisis/transition 
155 after taking action to deal with the crisis/transition 
156-160 Student's self-esteem at each step taken to begin college: 
156 before I (student) decided to enroll in this college. 
157 when I decided to enroll in this college. 
158 when I actually enrolled in this college. 
159 when I attended my first classes at this college. 
160 now as I attend classes at this college. 
161 Does student plan to transfer within a year after leaving DMACC. 
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